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CONSULTATIVE GROUP ON INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Alex F. M&alla 
chair 15 April, 1992 
Dear Mr. Rajagopalan, 
In my transmittal letter of TAC's Report on CGIAR Priorities 
and Strategies, dated 3 April 1992, submitted with Part I of the 
report covering chapters 1 through 12, I noted that Part II 
containing Chapters 13 and 14 would be submitted under separate 
cover. I am pleased to now be able to provide the final sections 
of the report. 
Chapter 13 extends the exploration of future strategies and 
structure initiated in the paper ItA Possible Expansion of the 
CGIAR" (AGR/TAC:IAR/90/24) discussed at ICW90. The issue of 
future CGIAR strategies and structure is essential to the future 
of the CGIAR. It requires substantive debate by the Group, the 
Centres and other stakeholders of the CGIAR before arriving at 
conclusions. The analysis provided in Chapter 13 is based on the 
analytical framework developed in Part I of the report, and the 
options explored are consistent with the long and medium/long 
term visions outlined in the Expansion paper. To deal with such 
a complex subject, TAC by necessity has focussed its thinking 
around a possible CGIAR Programme strategy. The chapter, 
therefore, does not deal with questions of governance and 
funding. Considerations of these questions can only follow after 
the CGIAR has made some choices among the options presented in 
Chapter 13. 
Chapter 14 provides TAC's recommendations for five year core 
allocations to the CGIAR centres and the underpinning analysis 
linking CGIAR priorities and the allocation. This analytical 
linkage fully meets one of the significant recommendations of the 
report II Review of the Resource Allocation Processtt (ICW/90/33) 
discussed at ICW90. The allocation recommendations are 
indicative and, upon Group endorsement, will initiate five year 
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planning by the Centres. The next stages of the CGIAR's planning 
process are preparation of Centre plans and their discussion with 
TAC and CGIAR over the next fifteen to eighteen months. I expect 
that TAC will come forward with final recommendations on the five 
year allocations by ICW93, SO that upon Group approval, the plans 
can be operational for the 1994-98 period. 
Mr. Chairman, in transmitting Part II of the report, I wish 
to emphasize that TAC has completed the task of advising the 
Group on future priorities, strategies and allocations. I hope 
that by ICW93 the CGIAR can conclude its,decision-making in order 
that Centres can begin to implement the substantial agenda 
arising from the Expanded CGIAR.. 
As in the case of Part I, these chapters represent TAC's 
current view on these issues. I must however pay special thanks 
to my colleagues in the TAC Secretariat and the CGIAR 
Secretariat. Part II of the report was produced in Washington at 
the CGIAR Secretariat. I am grateful to Alexander von der Osten 
and his colleagues for their help. Chapter 13 was enhanced by 
inputs from Mike Collinson and Chapter 14 has benefitted 
significantly from the efforts of Jean-Pierre Jacqmotte and Ravi 
Tadvalkar of the CGIAR Secretariat. 
We look forward to the discussion of the entire report at 
the Mid-Term meeting in Istanbul. 
Yours sincerely, 
Alexander F. McCalla 
Chairman, TAC 
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REVIEW OF CGIAR PRIORITIES AND STRATEGIES 
SUMMARY OF PART II 
Part II of this report presents TAC's views on the 
implications of revised priorities for future CGIAR's strategies 
and structure, and for resource allocation in the CGIAR. This 
sequence reflects the approach taken by TAC in its analysis of 
CGIAR priorities, strategies, and resource allocation. The first 
step was to develop an analytical frame work to address the 
question of what research activities should be supported by the 
CGIAR, and what the relative emphasis of these activities should 
be. The determination in relative terms of what to do is the 
object of priority setting. This was discussed in Chapters 1 to 
12 of Part I of the report. 
The second step relates to the question of how the 
identified priorities should be addressed. This relates to 
determining the'stratesv appropriate for the CGIAR to implement 
its priorities. The third step, once priorities and strategies 
are agreed upon, is to explore which institutional entity should 
do the research and how it should be operationally organized. 
This is the question of structure. This discussion of strategy 
and structure is provided in Chapter 13. 
The final step of course is to link priorities to available 
financial resources in the context of current thinking on 
strategies and structures. This is the subject of Chapter 14. 
Part I of the report has been shared previously with the 
members of the CGIAR and its stakeholders, and the information 
contained in Chapters 1 to 12 is therefore considered definitive. 
Chapters 13 and 14 have been produced since then and are new. 
Therefore TAC recognizes that their content will benefit from 
further inputs by the Group and Centres, while the medium-term 
resource allocation process is being implemented. 
In developing its views on future CGIAR strategies and 
structure, TAC drew on work done previously in the framework of 
assessing potential expansion of the CGIAR ("A Possible Expansion 
-of the CGIARI' AGR/TAC:IAR/90/24). In that document TAC outlined 
a medium/long and long-term vision for the evolution of the CGIAR 
system. For the medium/long-term, TAC considered that the CGIAR 
would have two types of activities: global activities, and 
regionally defined agrecological activities. For the latter type 
of activity, TAC has described them as "eco-regional'*. This 
approach was confirmed and elaborated upon in TAC's recent 
deliberations. Global activities would comprise strategic 
research on selected commodities and subject matter areas, while 
eco-regional activities would focus on applied and strategic 
research on natural resource conservation and management, the 
development and management of production systems, and on applied 
aspects of commodity improvement. Global activities would either 
have a commodity focus, or a focus on.subject matter or 
discipline. These concepts are further elaborated in Chapter 13. 
The ecoregional approach was proposed by TAC as a vehicle 
for increasing research on the conservation and management of 
natural resources, needs which were strongly confirmed by the 
analysis of CGIAR priorities, and for greater rationalization of 
CGIAR centre contacts with NARS. Although it recognizes that the 
primary responsibility for conducting ecoregional research would 
be with national programmes, TAC notes that the global research 
community does not yet have an effective paradigm for natural 
resource management research. Identifying a conceptual framework 
for conducting such research was a goal of truly international 
relevance. Thus, TAC carefully defined the nature of the outputs 
to be expected from CGIAR supported ecoregional research. 
TAC proceeded with the translation of the strategic concepts 
in operational terms. With respect to the ecoregional concept, 
an assessment was made of the need for particular activities in 
each regional agrecological zone (RAEZ). TAC considered that six 
eco-regional programmes were justified: two in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(one on AEZl, and one combing on AEZ's 2 and 3), one in WANA (AEZ 
9) I two in Asia (one combing for AEZs 1 and 5, and one that would 
combine AEZs 2, 3, and 7), and one in Latin America (combining 
AEZ's 2, 3, 6, and 7). In addition, TAC noted the condition to 
be met for justifying a programme for the cool tropics in Latin 
America and Sub-Saharan Africa. 
TAC then considered the institutional options for priority 
ecoregions. This included comparing identified ecoregional needs 
with existing CGIAR centre capacity in order to determine if 
centre programmes could be adjusted to meet future needs. With 
respect to global activities, TAC first considered a number of 
strategic questions, and the explored a number of particular 
structural options. Both for ecoregional and global concepts TAC 
discussed a number of options but did not make firm 
recommendations pending further consideration by the CGIAR of 
their feasibilities, advantages, and disadvantages. 
TAC also considered the relationships between global and 
ecoregional mechanisms, which programmatically are entirely 
complementary. Finally, Chapter 13 briefly discusses the 
possible implications of TAC's view on strategies and structure 
for mandates of CGIAR centres. 
Chapter 14 describes the background, process and outcome of 
TAC's deliberations on linking medium/long term priorities and 
strategies to medium term resource allocation. In its analysis, 
TAC proceeded in two steps: first at the system level, and then 
at the Centre level. 
At the system level, data on 1991 core resource distribution 
among the priority parameters (categories of activity, regions, 
production sectors and commodities) constituted the point of 
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reference for TAC to identify the change in direction needed (and 
the scope thereof) to ensure a gradual implementation in the 
medium term of medium/long term priorities. This .required the 
setting of intermediate targets by 1998 in a manner that provided 
a satisfactory degree of compatibility among the various priority 
parameters. Following a series of iterations, TAC arrived at a 
consistent set of recommendations of relative distribution of 
resources among the priority parameters. 
Throughout this analysis, TAC has assumed that core funding 
in 1998 would be essentially maintained, in real terms, at its 
current 1992 level, but with incremental core funding for 
expansion of new CGIAR activities -- fisheries and forestry in 
particular. This funding assumption may be considered too 
conservative. It should not be seen as an indication by TAC that 
the current level of resources is adequate to fully meet the 
challenges and tasks faced by the Centres. It is a conservative -- 
approach at this stage of the planning process to ensure that the 
system has the opportunity to explore the operational 
implications of zero real growth. 
Once the relative distribution of core resources was 
determined, it was translated in absolute core funding terms for 
1998, i.e. $270 million (in 1992 values). This amount is 
consistent with the funding assumption described above: it 
consists of the level of 1992 core funding ($251 million), 
augmented by ICLARM's 1992 core funding ($4 million) and an 
assumed increment of core funding of $15 million for fisheries 
and forestry. 
A financial spreadsheet provided for an initial mechanical 
translation of recommendations on system level priorities into 
Centre allocations. This was the beginning point of TAC,s 
development of individual centre resource envelopes, taking into 
account other factors such as the need for minimum critical mass, 
stage of maturity and recent development in centre programmes, 
and relevant information from strategic plans as well as 
programme and management reviews. TAC also considered the need 
to have sufficient flexibility at completion of the medium term 
resource allocation. 
Therefore TAC recommends, on the one hand, that Centres 
resource envelopes be discounted to set aside a $20 million 
reserve which could be allocated either following the review of 
all Centres, MTP proposals, or during the period of 
implementation of the MTPs. On the other hand, Centres are 
requested to present their MTP proposals in a range of 10% above 
and below the indicative resource envelope, thus allowing them to 
disclose their programme potentials at higher levels of core 
funding as well as the impact lower core funding would have on 
the programmes. 
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CHAPTER 13. IMPLICATIONS OF TAC'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRIORITIES 
FOR FUTURE CGIAR STRATEGIES AND STRUCTURE 
13.1. Introduction and Conceotual Backsround 
13.1.1. TAC,s seouential anoroach to priorities. 
strategies and structure 
The approach taken by TAC in its analysis of priorities and 
strategies has been conducted in three stages. The first step 
was to develop an analytical framework to address the question of 
what research should be supported by the CGIAR and what should be 
the relative emphasis attached to the identified activities. The 
determination of what to do in relative terms is the setting of 
-- priorities. The second step asks the question of m should the 
identified priorities be addressed. This is the issue of 
determining the appropriate strateov for the CGIAR to follow in 
implementing its priorities. The third step, once priorities and 
strategies are agreed upon, is to ask who should do the research 
and how should it be organized--center, network or consortia. 
This is the question of structure. Each step necessarily 
precedes the other. The final step of course is to link 
priorities to available financial resources, in the context of 
current thinking on strategies and structures. This is the 
subject of Chapter 14. 
The chapter does not contain a single set of specific 
recommendations for the future structure of the CGIAR. Rather, 
TAC is sharing with the Group how it analyzed what are in the 
Committee's judgement a plausible set of alternatives. The 
future structure of the CGIAR will evolve based on the collective 
views of the Group, Centres, and national partners. TAC sees 
that its role is to provide reasoned input to the debate, not to 
recommend a particular structure. Therefore this chapter is a 
draft for discussion. 
The analysis presented in Chapters l-12 developed an 
analytical framework to translate the complex dimensions of the 
CGIAR mission and goals into an array of relative priorities 
among activities, agroecological zones, regions, production 
sectors and commodities. The result is TAC,s recommendations on 
future priorities. In this chapter TAC addresses issues of 
strategy and structure. Here the analytical framework developed 
is less helpful in guiding us to firm conclusions. It is 
relatively easier to say efforts on resource management, for 
example, should increase than it is to say how it should be done 
and by whom. 
In approaching its task, TAC drew on previous work done in 
the analysis of the potential CGIAR expansion ("A Possible 
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Expansion of the CGIAR" AGR/TAC: IAR/90/24). In that analysis 
TAC developed medium/long and long term visions of the CGIAR 
(Chapter 8) and discussed possible institutional (structural) 
options (Chapter ll)'/. In addition TAC over the past four years 
has considered many centre strategic plans and external programme 
reviews. 
Using these as a basis, as well as Chapters l-12, TAC 
presents in this chapter some further thoughts on strategies and 
structure. The analysis reaches tentative conclusions with 
regard to strategies. For example, the issue of ecoregional 
approaches is addressed directly-- which ecoregions merit CGIAR 
programmes, can priority ecoregions be combined to reduce the 
number of mechanisms needed and how well do current centres match 
with ecoregional needs. Similarly TAC addresses more fully the 
medium/long term needs for global mechanisms. 
The Committee goes less far on questions of restructuring 
the CGIAR. This chapter discusses options for organizing both 
ecoregional and global activities. The future as TAC sees it 
will be different. It is therefore necessary to ask about 
whether future structures ought also to be adjusted. 
This chapter proceeds as follows. TAC first reviews briefly 
the major conclusions of the priority exercise and updates the 
Group of its emerging long and medium term visions of the CGIAR. 
Included is a further elaboration of the ecoregional concept and 
a possible medium/long term model for the CGIAR in, say, 2010. 
TAC then presents the guiding principles it used in its analysis 
before addressing directly the questions of how many ecoregional 
mechanisms we need and how many new institutes, if any, will be 
‘needed. Included is a discussion of institutional options using 
existing CGIAR institutes as the basic building blocks. A 
similar exercise is undertaken for global activities. The 
chapter concludes with some thoughts on linkages between 
ecoregional and global entities, and on the implications for 
existing centre mandates. 
13.1.2. Main conclusions of the priority exercise 
TAC's analysis of CGIAR priorities, in system-wide terms and 
by activity category, led the Committee to recommend a 
significant increase in the research efforts on natural resource 
conservation and management, and on socio-economic, public policy 
and public management. It recommended that the current priority 
ranking of germplasm enhancement and breeding should be 
'/ To prevent confusion in terminology between medium-term 
programme and budgets (5 yrs) and TAC's medium term vision 
(2010) I the term medium/long is used for the 2010 target. 
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maintained. The Committee also recommended that CGIAR investment 
in research on the development and management of production 
systems and oninstitution building should be reduced because of 
increasing strength of national programmes and lack of 
comparative advantage for the CGPAR. 
TAC considered that in the medium term the share of 
resources allocated to Sub-Saharan Africa and to WANA should be 
modestly reduced, while the share allocated to Asia, in 
particular, and LAC should be increased. The Committee did not 
make a recommendation on the level of priority by production 
sector, but considered that the proposed new programmes in 
forestry and fisheries should not be funded at the expense of 
critical on going research related to sustainable agricultural 
production, agroforestry and resource management. 
In the agricultural and forestry sectors, the analysis 
indicated that, relative to the baseline, emphasis should 
increase in the tropical AEZs l-4 and, for agriculture, 
additionally in the cool subtropical AEZ 9. In both cases, 
greater increases were suggested for the tropical AEZs of SSA 
relative to those of Asia and LAC. However, it is noted that TAC 
does not have adequate information on the current distribution of 
CGIAR efforts by AEZ and therefore did not make recommendations 
on the distribution of effort by agro-ecological zone. 
TAC reaffirmed the priority currently given to the cereal 
and root and tuber crops. Among the food legumes, it proposes 
reducing the level of priority of phaseolus beans modestly, and 
that of pigeonpea significantly. 
The priority of groundnut and soybean should be increased, 
while that of lentil, chickpea and cowpea should be maintained. 
The current level of effort on banana and plantain should also be 
maintained. TAC reaffirmed its views on the priority level for 
research on vegetables and coconut. TAC noted that the CGIAR 
currently seems to be over-investing in research on livestock, 
particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
13.1.3. TAC,s medium/ions- and long-term visions of the 
CGIAR 
In its report "A Possible Expansion of the CGIARt', TAC 
outlined a medium/long- and long-term (2025+) vision for the 
evolution of the CGIAR System which was endorsed in principle by 
members of the CGIAR at International Centres, Week 1990. 
Realization of the long-term vision would depend heavily on 
improvements in the capacity of national research systems and the 
development of effective regional and transnational mechanisms of 
cooperation. The long term was defined in terms of the period 
when most national research systems in developing countries would 
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be strong enough to meet their own national research needs. The 
underlying assumptions are that, in the long term, the capacity 
of NARS would become stronger; that there would be strong and 
effective regional and transnational mechanisms for research 
collaboration; that research and information networks would 
become a major mode of operation; that sharing of research 
responsibilities as well as joint planning of research between 
NARS and IARCs would increase; and that the private sector would 
become an important alternative supplier of research. 
Consequently, the CGIAR System would be expected to be smaller 
and quite different from today. 
It is TAC,s judgement, based on considerations of 
international public goods, economies of scale, and spillovers, 
that in the long term there would be a continuing need for 
international efforts in: 
germplasm collection, conservation, characterization, 
evaluation and enhancement for commodities of global 
significance; 
strategic research on global issues of natural resource 
conservation and management; 
strategic research on public policy and public management 
issues of global significance; and 
global information services related to international 
strategic research in agriculture, forestry and fisheries. 
Currently many CGIAR centres are involved in applied, and 
even adaptive, research on germplasm enhancement and breeding and 
on the development and management of production systems. This 
type of research is properly the province of national systems in 
the long term. To get from where the CGIAR System is now to the 
long term, a transitional period is essential. The challenge 
confronting the CGIAR is how to manage the transition period in 
ways that ensure effective and efficient coverage of the spectrum 
of urgently needed research, while helping strengthen NARS 
capacity. TAC has therefore developed a medium/long term vision 
in terms of concepts, activities and mechanisms. In Chapter 8 of 
the Expansion Report (TAC/CGIAR, 1990) and in the elaboration 
papers "An Ecoregional Approach to Research in the CGIAR', 
(TAC/CGIAR, 1991 b) and t'Relationships between CGIAR Centres and 
NARS" (TAc/cGIAR, 1991 a), TAC Attempted to define a possible 
evolutionary path from the present situation through the 
medium/long term to the long term, in the context of possible 
institutional arrangements. 
In the medium/long term TAC envisages the CGIAR having major 
activities of two types: global activities and agroecological 
activities, regionally defined (for which TAC has used the term 
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ffecoregionalff). Global activities would comprise strategic 
research on selected commodities and subject matter areas while 
ecoregional activities would focus on applied and strategic 
research on natural resource conservation and management, the 
development and management of production systems, and on applied 
aspects of commodity improvement. 
A figure and a table have been prepared to help explain the 
terminology and concepts developed by TAC and described in detail 
in the three papers mentioned above. Figure 13.1. shows the 
interrelationships between one of the broad goals of the CGIAR 
system, and three levels of activities -- global, ecoregional and 
national. One ultimate goal of the CGIAR is to contribute to 
sustainable increases in the productivity of agriculture, 
forestry and fisheries. The two interrelated elements of this 
goal - productivity increases and sustainability - are key 
objectives for both CGIAR centres and NARS . As Figure 13.1 
indicates, the approach of the CGIAR centres to these objectives 
will entail both ecoregional and global activities, which will be 
undertaken in close collaboration with the NARS. It is the 
changing nature of the linkages between these three sets of 
activities that will determine the future role of the CGIAR. 
Table 13.1. indicates the possible roles of different types 
of CGIAR entities with respect to the five major categories of 
research and research-related activities, as defined in Section 
2.2. Ecoregional entities will play a major role in institution 
building and in research on ecosystem aspects of the conservation 
and management of natural resources, on production systems 
development and management, and on socio-economics, public policy 
and public management. The research categories in which global 
commodity centres will play a more focused, major role are 
germplasm enhancement and breeding and germplasm collection, 
conservation, characterization and evaluation (shortened to 
genetic resources in the heading in Table 13.1.). The latter 
research category is also the major responsibility of IBPGR, a 
global subject matter centre. The other subject matter centres 
included in the Table are: IIMI, which is involved in research 
categories 4 and 5 specifically in relation to irrigation 
management; IFPRI which has a global responsibility for research 
on soeio-economics, public policy and public management; and 
ISNAR with a role focused primarily on institution building. 
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Sustainable Increases in Agricultural, Forestry, 
8nd Fisheries Production 
I 
i 
Productivity Increase Sustainability 
t 
I Ecoregional Activities 
-1 Global A;vities 1: 
l-l CG Centres 
Figure 13.1, interrelationships between System Goals, Research Activities and 
Responsibilities of NARS and CGIAR Centres 
Table 13.1. Roles of Different CGIAR Entitites with Respect to the Five Categories of Research Activity 
Conservation and management of Germplasm Production Socioeconomics, lnstitution 
natural resources enhancement systems public policy building 
and breeding development and public 
Type of entity/ 1. Ecosystem 2. Genetic Resources and management management 
mechanism 
koregional 4-k -t + ++ ++ ++ 
;lobal commodi ++ ++ f + d- 
;lobal subject 
natter’ 
BPGR IFPRVIIMI %SNAR/IIMI/ 
IBPGR 
++ Lead role 
+ Cooperation role 
- No role 
(‘) Current roles of global subject matter centres as indicated 
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13.1.4. The ecoresional concert 
The ecoregional approach was proposed by TAC primarily as a 
vehicle for increasing research on the conservation and 
management of natural resources - a need which emerged from the 
priorities analysis - and for rationalizing CGIAR centre contacts 
with NARS. Since the ecoregional approach is a new, key 
organizing principle for the CGIAR, the main concepts are 
reiterated here. 
TAC has characterized an ecoregion as an agroecological 
zone, regionally defined. Inherent in the definition is the 
acknowledgement that there is a high degree of 
location-specificity in both the biophysical and socio-economic 
aspects of natural resource management research, and that 
therefore the ultimate comparative advantage in ecoregional 
research will lie with national programmes. 
However, the global research community does not presently 
have an effective paradigm for natural resource management 
research. Thus, identifying such a conceptual framework is a 
goal of truly international relevance. It is also a goal fully 
congruent with the justification for international research in 
germplasm, itself increasingly dependent on effective applied 
and adaptive research in national programmes to develop plant 
materials and management guidance appropriate to local farmers. 
The comparative advantage of the CGIAR is firmly based on 
the international relevance of the research it undertakes. Yet 
natural resource management research involves a great deal of 
location-specificity. Thus a careful definition of the nature of 
the outputs to be expected from CGIAR-supported ecoregional 
research is needed. These international outputs can be divided 
into five categories: 
to determine effective research and development approaches 
for natural resource management that bring sustainable 
improvements in productivity to agriculturally dependent 
rural communities. 
to understand the principles of management of soil, water 
and biological processes, and their interaction in different 
ecologies. 
to determine an effective mechanism to link decision-making 
and policy formulation and implementation with technological 
opportunities and social organization as instruments of 
change, across a range of natural resource endowments, 
levels of population pressure, social organizations, 
employment opportunities and policy conditions. 
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to understand the principles of farmer and community 
decision making, particularly the trade-off between 
short-term gain and the long-term sustainability of 
production. 
to build a human resource capacity to help national research 
systems implement an effective research approach to naturaL 
resource management. 
Practical experience developed in a rigorous fashion by 
ecoregional mechanisms in local situations, under varying 
conditions of the natural resource base, population pressure, 
social organization, employment opportunity and policy 
conditions, can be used to define and develop broader, widely 
applicable principles for decision-making in relation to the 
management of natural resources. These mechanisms also can help 
determine how these essentially local findings can best be linked 
to government decision processes at the policy level. All these 
outputs will be internationally relevant. 
Within designated ecoregions, selecting the most important 
problems or research domains will also be vital. It needs to be 
emphasized that each ecoregional mechanism would have the 
capacity to undertake research at onlv a limited number of 
characteristic sites. Each site should embrace a physically 
cohesive unit, possibly a watershed, and the units of social 
cohesion, usually the communities that use and manage it. Where 
the farming systems.of these communities extend beyond the 
watershed either to other lands or to off-farm employment 
opportunities, research will necessarily have to take that into 
account. 
Work at each site could involve close collaboration between 
a CGIAR Centre, the national research system, national policy n 
agencies and grassroots organizations working with local ' 
communities to cope with the multidimensional problems facing 
farmers. Where national capacity in the wider dimensions is 
limited, the IARC may need reinforcing by international partners 
with experience in areas beyond agricultural research. 
Research f&r the ecoregion should be done both at the site 
and ex situ in laboratories. Results from each site will be 
useful at three levels: 
First, at the international level, through the outputs 
listed above. 
Second, results on the soil, water and biology of the sites 
will be relevant to the broader agroecological zone 
represented by the site. Further, understanding the longer- 
term interaction of farming systems, and the commodities 
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embedded in them, with the resource base is crucial 
knowledge which should have broader applicability in terms 
of methodologies tested and principles learned. 
Thirdly, the results will provide technology, social 
organization and policy guidance for the improvement of 
farming and forestry systems of the research sites, and of 
sites with similar human characteristics throughout the 
ecoregion represented by the site. 
Each site will also offer a training venue for research 
managers and scientists. At the site they will gain firsthand 
experience in the different dimensions of the research and in the 
coordination required for its planning, implementation and for 
the application of the results. 
As national capacity for natural resource management 
research is strengthened, the research undertaken by CGIAR 
ecoregional mechanisms can be transferred to national research 
systems. There may be a continuing global role in synthesizing 
the principles of resource management identified by national . 
systems and in transnational networking of these results. 
13.1.5. Medium/lona-term model for the CGIAR 
In Chapter 11 of the Expansion Report, TAC outlined some 
generic principles and the first steps for a possible 
evolutionary path for the CGIAR as it moves towards the 
medium/long- and long-term vision. It also developed an approach 
and guiding principles for institutional options in the 
transitional period, and presented scenarios which move the CGIAR 
towards what would be considered an ideal model in the year 2010; 
the overall scenario for the CGIAR can be summarized as follows: 
A. Global Mechanisms 
a. Commodity focus 
(i) Cereals - wheat, maize, rice, barley, sorghum, millet 
(ii) Roots, Tubers and Vegetables - cassava, potatoes, sweet 
potatoes, yams, etc 
(iii) Legumes - cowpeas, beans, chick pea, pigeon pea, etc 
(iv) Livestock - large and small ruminants 
(v) Forestry - agroforestry 
(vi) Aquatic Resources - fish 
b. Subject Matter/Disciplines 
(i) Public Policy and Public Management, including 
irrigation management 
(ii) Genetic Resource Conservation 
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B. Ecoregional Mechanisms 
a. Humid and Subhumid Tropics and Subtropics - Latin America 
b. Humid and Subhumid Tropics - Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) 
C. Semi-arid Tropics and Highland Cool Tropics - SSA 
d. Dry Areas - WANA 
e. Semi-arid, Subhumid, Humid and Coastal Tropics and 
Subtropics - Asia 
The model is based on the assumption that concerns of 
equity, sustainability and strengthening NARS cut across all 
activities and regions. The model described above is something 
approaching a "clean slate" approach which does not take account 
of past institutional history of the CGIAR. It may be useful as 
a target for medium/long term planning. 
13.2. Options for Future Stratesies and Structure for the 
CGIAR 
13.2.1. Kev strateaic Drincinles 
TAC's starting point in strategic planning for the CGIAR has 
been the priorities study. The implementation of priorities by 
activity, by region and agroecological zone, and by commodity, is 
therefore a maj.or consideration in developing the strategy for 
the CGIAR in the medium/long term. However, TAC is aware that 
the priority analysis covers a broad spectrum of research needs, 
and recognizes that the CGIAR, as only one actor in the 
international research system, must be selective. 
The strategic approach must take account of the important 
role of NARS, advanced institutions in developed countries, and 
other players. The role of the private sector must also be 
considered, particularly given recent developments in 
.biotechnology, post-harvest technology, plant breeders rights, 
and intellectual property rights. Such developments contribute 
to the complexity and dynamism of the task facing the CGIAR. 
Although TAC has taken these issues into account in developing 
the CGIAR strategy, it has to be recognized that major 
breakthroughs in particular fields, and dramatic changes in 
institutions .or policy regimes, are unpredictable and therefore 
difficult to factor into the strategy. 
It should also be noted that TAC has focused its 
consideration of strategic principles largely on research 
programmes and institutional matters. However the Committee has 
been cognizant of potential limitations of funding. Therefore it 
has been given preference to adjusting existing institutions 
rather than proposing the creation of new ones. 
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Among the guiding principles for translating TAC's 
medium/long and long- term visions into strategies and structures 
is the idea of building on the current strengths of the CGIAR. 
These include: 
- the apolitical and international character; 
- decentralized management; independent centres, autonomous 
donors and a system of checks and balances through reviews; 
- the concept of critical mass; 
- hands-on research capability; 
- closeness to partners; 
- stable but flexible funding; and 
- sound experience in research with a commodity focus. 
However, the CGIAR System should also make every effort to 
overcome its own shortcomings, such as: 
- overlapping commodity responsibilities; 
- overlapping resource management mandates; 
- lack of clear responsibility for strategic research on 
resource management issues; 
- uncoordinated decentralization of a variety of activities; 
- lack of intra-system coordination of centres' capacity 
building efforts; and 
- inadequate accountability to partners. 
Now and in the future, the greatest challenge for the CGIAR 
is its collaboration with NARS, particularly its contributions to 
strengthening national programmes and to development of 
transnational mechanisms for scientific cooperation. There is.an 
emerging consensus that the CGIAR, as only one player in this 
area, is not equipped to play a direct and leading role in these 
types of activities. However, in association with, and through 
its own research it should actively support efforts focused on 
strengthening NARS and transnational collaborative research 
mechanisms. 
The interfaces of CGIAR Centres with NARS through networks, 
consortia and other collaborative programmes of the proposed 
ecoregional mechanisms would certainly help strengthen NARS 
263 
capacity at the scientific level. However, the CGIAR efforts 
should not be a substitute for institution building or for 
strengthening mechanisms for regional cooperation in research by 
governments in developing countries, and bilateral and 
multilateral development agencies. 
In TAG's judgement, some of the main weaknesses of the CGIAR 
could be overcome by a sharper delineation of responsibilities 
between CGIAR global and ecbregional mechanisms. This is the key 
organizing principle in TACfs options for re-structuring the 
CGIAR system. As pointed out in the TAC paper on the ecoregional 
approach to research, implementation of this approach would 
entail a deliberate and concerted move that follow four main 
principles: 
fill gaps in the coverage of research relating to natural 
resource conservation and management; 
rationalize overlapping commodity mandates and minimize 
overlaps in research on natural resource conservation and 
management, by clearly delineating responsibilities for 
different research activities; 
provide focal points within an organized agroecological 
framework for coordinating decentralized research 
activities; and 
streamline interactions between NAPS and CGIAR Centres to 
avoid confusion at the national level, by coordinating 
institution-building efforts and other activities. 
TAC wishes to stress the need for caution in applying these 
principles. They are all consistent with the CGIAR mission and 
goals, but given the current realities of the CGIAR System and 
its components, and the present and potential heterogeneity in 
the capacity of national research systems, they may not be easy 
to implement. A pragmatic rather than a doctrinaire approach 
must be taken in applying these principles. 
TAC reiterates its views stated in the Expansion Paper. In 
approaching the delicate task of possible future structures, TAC 
debated three possible ways of proceeding. In.each case TAC was 
using the medium/long and long term visions as desired end 
points. The first possible approach was the so-called "clean 
slate" approach where one begins by asking if the CGIAR was to 
start afresh with US$ 250 million and the medium/long-term 
vision, how would it be structured. A second approach was to 
start where the CGIAP is now and suggest only the minimum 
necessary changes to accomplish the inclusion of the specific new 
activities. The third was an intermediate approach which 
considered the possibilities of considerable restructuring but 
uses existing institutes as the beginning point as the above four 
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guiding principles are applied. This would be called the 
pragmatic approach. 
TAC adopted the last approach keeping in mind by the 
following considerations: 
0) wherever possible build on what exists that is of 
quality and efficiently operated; 
(ii) keep firmly in mind the medium/long term vision and the 
objective of more clearly delineating responsibilities 
for activities and reducing the potential for conflict 
and confusion; 
(iii) clearly distinguish between an activity and an 
institution. TAC is pressing for clear 
-. responsibilities for activities but sees no particular 
reason that an institution could not operate two 
activities, one global and one ecoregional. The 
guiding principle should be that each has clear 
priorities and that,one does not dominate the other, 
either intellectually, or in terms of resource 
availability; 
(iv) an institution is an organizational form with 
governance, management and operational functions. 
Except for governance, there can be varying degrees of 
decentralization, both of decisions and the geographic 
location, of the other two functions. Thus when TAC 
talks of a particular institution having a particular 
responsibility it does not imply that all of its 
activities are at one physical site, in one geographic 
location; 
(VI there are available forms of decentralization that make 
possible managing highly variable numbers of 
scientists. However, two considerations were kept in 
mind. One was the need for a critical mass for 
effective pursuit of particular research projects and 
the other was possible diseconomies of very large 
congregations at single sites; 
(vi) scientists at all levels must have the possibility of 
collaborating directly or indirectly with the ultimate 
partners, the national programmes, and they must also 
have the possibilities of necessary discipline and 
basic research linkages globally. The global centres 
must not become basic research enclaves isolated from 
applied and adaptive problems. Nor can the ecoregional 
centres become provincial islands isolated from modern 
science. Fostering effective collaboration is a key to 
the future success of the CGIAR. 
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13.2.2. Ecoresional activities 
TAC approached the question of translating the ecoregional 
concept into operational needs to two stages. The first was to 
assess CGIAR priorities and needs for activity in each RAEZ. 
With results of that analysis in hand, the institutional options 
for priority ecoregions were considered. 
The assessment of CGIAR priorities by ecoregions involved 
three steps: 
First while Regional Agroecological Zones (RAEZ'S) are 
conceptually useful for priority setting, are they too fine a 
classification for defining operational research programmes? 
This led first to a consideration of combining RAEZ's for 
purposes of programme definition, 
The second step was to review the relative priority index 
generated by the priority exercise for combinations of RAEZ's. 
The third step involved reviewing the intensity of research 
needs in each RAEZ (or combination of RAEZ's) as outlined in 
Chapter 4. This led to a second strategic question of whether 
every combination of RAEZ's resulting from the analysis should 
have a formal CGIAR programme. 
The second stage then involved exploring institutional 
options that might be used to deliver a CGIAR ecoregional 
programme. This included comparing identified ecoregional needs 
with existing CGIAR centre capacity to determine if centre 
programmes might be adjusted to meet future needs. 
13.2.2.1. Stase one: Assessins CGIAR priorities by RAEZ 
TAC's priority analysis was based on 9 agroecological zones 
(AEZ) and four regional groupings of developing countries: (1) 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), (2) West Asia and North Africa (WANA), 
(3) Asia and the Pacific, and (4) Latin America and Caribbean 
(MC) 0 Ultimately 21 RAEZ's were used in the priority setting 
exercise (Figure 12.1). As TAC reviewed research needs, centre 
strategic plans and commodity distribution across RAEZ's, a clear 
pattern emerged. The distinction between the tropics and 
subtropics in programme development was not a sharp line. TAC 
therefore considered combining the tropical and subtropical 
agroecological zones. The distinction between the tropics and 
subtropics is on the basis of monthly mean temperature only. 
After careful review, particularly noting-that CGIAR Centres do 
not normally distinguish between the tropics and subtropics in 
programme definition and that cropping patterns have great 
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similarities, TAC concluded that, combining the tropics and 
subtropics made pragmatic sense. Thus the pairs of AEZs 1 and 5, 
2 and 6, 3 and 7, and 4 and 8 were combined for future analysis. 
The result of this first strategic choice is that the number of 
regional agroecological zones was reduced from 21 to 14: 4 in 
Asia; 4 in SSA, 5 in LAC, and 1 in WANA. 
'terms 
TAC then reviewed what the priority exercise had produced in 
of the relative priority index for each of the 14 
aggregated RAEZ's. The results of the analysis are presented in 
Table 13.2. Recall that the values in the Table sum to 1000 and 
result from the application of nine modifiers to the composite 
base line. TAC also reviewed the distribution of values of 
commodity production across RAEZ's to determine whether 
commodities production patterns crossed boundaries between even 
aggregated RAEZ's (Table 13.3). Clearly many commodities such as -. 
rice and maize are grown in most RAEZ's, while some, such as 
pigeonpea and barley, are relatively important to one or a few 
RAEZ'S. This information is useful in analyzing whether a 
particular RAEZ would be better served by a commodity focused 
programme as opposed to a full ecoregional programme. 
While TAC did not adopt a minimum value of the relative 
priority index, it did carefully review those RAEZ's with a 
relative priority index of less than 5% (50.0). At this stage 
TAC ruled out, on the basis of low priority ranking, separate 
programmes for LAC-AEZ 9 and LAC-AEZ's 1+5-. In other cases TAC 
considered that further amalgamation of RAEZ's would be necessary 
to justify a formal programme 
Finally, TAC's analysis of research priorities showed that 
more research on the conservation and management of natural 
resources was needed in every region and agroecological zone, 
although the size of the increase and the type of research needed 
differs across the regions (see Chapter 4). As noted in Chapter 
10, the NARS in some regions are not as strong as others, 
creating the need for a greater CGIAR ecoregional involvement in 
applied research on production systems development and management 
in the weaker areas, despite the general recommendation that 
activities in this category should be decreased system-wide. 
Based on all this analysis, TAC's assessment of the need for 
ecoregional activities in different RAEZ'S is as follows: 
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Table 13.2 Distribution of relative priority indices by AEZs and 
geographic regiok,within agri&Iture* - 
Warm arid and semi-arid tropics and 
sub-topics with summer rainfall 
(AEZS l-+5) 
136.8 
Warm sub-humid tropics and sub- 
tropics with summer rainfall 
(AEZs 2+6) 
68.2 
Warm humid tropics and sub-tropics 
with summer rainfall (AEZs 3+7) 
98.6 - 
Cool tropics and sub-tropics with 
summer rainfall (AEZs 4+8) 
.33.1 
Cool sub-tropics with winter 
rainfall (AEZ 9) 
81.1 
121.1 23.7 
64.4 39.9 
63.6 1 42.0 
-Y---p- 
* Derived from Table 9.15. (all modifiers weighted 0.5) 
Table 13.3. Values of commodity production, modified by the relative priority index,of CGIAR commodities ( 
mo 1 let-s at 0.5) across RAEZs (values as a orooortion of total value of orodwtinn nf 1K1fl) 
d.f" 
Regions and Regional Agroecological Zones (RAEZs) 
I SSA 1 WANAl ASIA 
Commodities 1 2 3 4 9 1+5 2+6 3+7 8 
Rice 3.9 2.6 5.4 l 1.7 33.5 20.8 56.4 14.6 
II Wheat 1 .8 1 l I * 1 .9 1 10.6 1 7.9 1 1.8 1 2.5 1 11.9 
Maize 7.1 3.4 2.5 2.2 1.4 2.3 1.4 4.6 8.1 
Barley * l l .7 3.7 * l l .7 
Sorghum 7.7 2.3 l .6 l 1.8 .5 l l 
Millett 8.8 2.8 l l l 2.1 .6 l l 
Cassava 10.0 7.3 16.2 * l .8 1.8 4.8 + 1 
II Potato 
c 1 .6 1 l 1 1.2 1 3.8 1 2.5 1 .9 1 1.8 1 5.7 
II S. Potato 1 1.6 1 1.4 1 .9 1 1.0 1 l 1 2.6 1 1.4 1 4.9 1 * 
Yam . 8.4 10.3 l l l l * l . 
Banana/PI .6 9.7 8.0 3.9 l l 1.9 3.9 l 
Chickpea l l l l 96 2.2 .6 * * 
Cowpea 5.2 2.0 1.5 
II Broadbean I l I l I l 1 .6 1 .8 1 l 1 + 1 l 1 1.1 I I I I I I 
I Coconut I.8 1 l I .9 I * I l I 1.5 I .9 I 8.8 I l 
II Beef/Buf. 1 14.4 1 3.5 1 3.7 1 3.4 1 3.7 1 1.9 1 1.2 I 3.5 1 2.0 
II Sheep/Goat I 8.2 1 1.2 1 1.3 1 1.5 I 4.3 I 2.0 1 l 1 1.0 1 1.8 
1 Milk 1 25.9 1 2.0 1 .6 1 3.9 1 8.6 1 24.1 1 6.0 1 1.7 1 3.3 
LAC 
1+5 2+6 3+7 4+8 9 
.8 1.4 3.8 .6 * 
.7 l .8 1.4 .5 
1.4 1 1,9 1 3.6 1 2.1 1 l 
I I I 
* l l . * 
.5 l l .7 * 
l * t l e 
t 1.4 2.2 l l 
t l * 2.7 * 
l t l l l 
l t * * * 
1.2 1.4 3.5 1.6 l 
t t l t l 
l I * I * I * I l 
* 
1.2 3.0 5.5 1.1 * 
l c l t * 
* I * I l I l I l 
* 
. Value is less than 0.5 
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W Sub-Saharan Africa - An ecoregional programme in the 
warm arid and semi-arid tropics seems justified by all 
the analysis which is reflected in the priority ranking 
of 136.8 for this PAEZ. The warm humid tropics (AEZ 3) 
and the warm subhumid tropics (AEZ 2) could be combined 
since the agricultural research needs of both overlap 
considerably and the areas are contiguous. The 
combined priority index is 166.8, which seems to 
justify an ecoregional programme. The cool tropics 
(AEZ 4) t basically the East African Highlands, has a 
priority index of only 33.1 which is less compelling 
for a stand-alone programme. However TAC considers 
that the needs of this RAEZ are nevertheless important. 
In the discussion of institutional options which 
follows in the next section, the Committee explores 
possible alternatives. 
(ii) West Asia/North Africa (WANA) - The cool subtropics 
with winter rainfall (AEZ 9) in this region has a 
priority index of 81.1, The geographic contiguity of 
the region and its pressing resource management needs 
justify a continuing ecoregional research programme. 
TAC noted that irrigated systems are important in this 
region. TAC suggests that, where appropriate, 
irrigated ecosystems could constitute specific research 
domains of ecoregional programmes. 
(iii) Asia and the Pacific - The Asia region is large and 
diverse in all respects. The warm semi-arid tropics 
and subtropics with summer rainfall (AEZs 1+5) have 
relatively high priority index (121.1). Clearly major 
issues in resource management, population and poverty 
are reflected in that rating. In the short run this 
would suggest a continued, CGIAR effort in this 
ecoregion. TAC notes however that virtually all of 
this ecoregion is contained in two countries--India and 
Pakistan-- both of which are judged to have relatively 
strong national programmes. In the longer term this 
ecoregion would be an early candidate for CGIAP efforts 
to be transferred to regional mechanisms or national 
programmes. TAC next considered the warm humid and 
subhumid tropics and subtropics with summer rainfall 
(AEZ 2, 3, 5, 7) which has a combined priority index of 
212.6. Within this grouping, AEZ 3 (120.7) and AEZ 2 
(43.0) dominated, thus the joint consideration of the 
warm humid and subhumid tropics and subtropics. This 
is a vast area with serious resource degradation 
problems and a burgeoning population. Although the 
major crop is rice, upland crops, agroforestry, 
forestry and coastal ecosystems are also important. 
This suggests a need for ecoregional approaches. TAC 
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returns to possible institutional options later. The 
remaining ecoregion is the cool"tropics (AEZ 8) which 
has a lower priority index and is almost all contained 
within one country--China. TAC concludes that a major 
CGIAR ecoregional programme is not fully justified in 
this area. 
(iv) Latin America and the Caribbean - The warm arid and 
semi-arid tropics and subtropics (AEZ's 1 +5) of LAC 
have a low relative priority index (23.7), are widely 
dispersed geographically and are dominated by a limited 
number of commodities--maize, wheat and cattle. There 
could be spillovers from ecoregional programmes in SSA 
and Asia that could partially serve this region. In 
TAC's judgment a separate ecoregional programme is not 
justified. TAC considered an amalgamation of RAEZ's 2, 
3, 6, and 7 because of geographic proximity, 
overlapping cropping patterns and similar resource 
management problems. The combined priority index of 
113.6 suggests justification for one CGIAR programme 
paying attention to important research domains. TAC 
eliminated consideration of RAEZ 9 because of its low 
priority index and its concentration in two relatively 
advanced countries--Chile and Argentina. The remaining 
aggregate is AEZ's 4 + 8, the cool tropics (the 
highlands of Latin and Central America). It, like the 
highlands of Africa, has a relatively low priority 
index (42.0) and is geographically diverse. However 
resource management issues are particularly acute in 
mountainous regions and poverty is pervasive. In TAC's 
view, the CGIAR would be well advised not to ignore 
highland ecologies, but establishing separate 
programmes in Latin America and Africa is probably not 
justified. The Committee returns to this issue when 
institutional options are discussed. 
In summary TAC concluded that 6 ecoregional programmes are 
justified--two in SSA (a) in the semi-arid tropics (AEZ 1) and 
(b) the warm humid and subhumid tropics (AEZ's 2 +3) , one in 
WANA (AEZ 9), two in Asia in (a) the semi-arid region (AEZ 1+5), 
and (b) the warm humid and,subhumid tropics and subtropics (AEZ's 
2, 3, 6 + 7) and one in LAC (AEZ's 2, 3, 6 + 7). In addition 
there may be a justification for the cool tropics programmes in 
LAC and SSA if either some interregional mechanism were possible 
or that programmes for each region are institutionally combined 
with other mechanisms. 
13.2.2.2 Stage two: Assessins ecoresional institutional 
or&ions. 
TAC began its analysis of possible institutional options for 
the medium/long term (2010) with a range of alternatives before 
it. 
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Options considered included: 
centres/mechanisms devoted exclusively to ecoregional 
activities 
centres/mechanisms combining ecoregional 
activities 
creation of new entities 
and global 
major restructuring of 
use of networks and/or 
assistance to stronger 
ecoregional programmes 
existing institutions 
consortia 
national programmes to implement 
TAC also attempted to categorize the distribution of current 
CGIAR Centres in both commodity oriented work and in natural 
resources and production systems by ecoregion. That analysis is 
contained in Table 13.4. TAC also referred again to Table 13.3 
on the regional distribution of commodities priority indexes. 
The purpose was to see how much of a match there was between 
TAC's recommendations regarding ecoregional programmes and 
existing CGIAR efforts. The conclusions of TAC's analysis are 
that, to some considerable extent, there is a reasonable 
institutional match. 
(a) SSA - the combination of ICRISAT's Sahelian programme and 
its Southern Africa programme geographically span most of 
the semi-arid tropics of Africa. Currently the Southern 
African programme is more commodity focused and would need 
to be broadened. Further portions of ILCA's programmes 
would need to be involved in some way, but in general 
significant components of an ecoregional programme already 
exist. For the warm humid and subhumid tropics IITA has 
already an ecoregional mandate to cover these ecologies in 
West and Central Africa. However several other Centres also 
have programmes of relevance --WARDA, ILCA, ILRAD, ICRAF and 
potentially CIFOR. The decentralized portion of ICRAF's 
programme should clearly be integrated into the ecoregional 
programme. WARDA while currently a single commodity 
regional centre, has a headquarters location and 
decentralized programmes of relevance to the transition zone 
and the subhumid tropics. It is also located in a 
francophone country. These considerations suggest 
interesting possibilities of closer coordination of WARDA 
and IITA programmes. The potential roles of ILCA and ILRAD 
are discussed below under TAC's discussion of approaches to 
livestock research in the CGIAR. 
Table 13.4 Illustrative distribution of CGIAR Centre research activities in different RAEZs 
RESEARCH CATEGORIES 
RAE2 
WPNA 9 
ASIP ! 
. 
SSA 1 
2 
3 
4 
I AC 1 CIAT, CIMMYT, ICRISAT 
3 CIAl, CIMMYT ifIR 
3 CIMMYT: CIP 
4 C;!MMY’I’: CIP 
5 CIAT, CIMMYT 
6 CIAT, CIMMYT. CIF’ 
-/ CIMMYT. CII’ 
8 CIMMYT. CIP 
9 CIMMY I 
2. Germplasm Enhancement 
and Breading 
. . 
CIMMYT, ICRISAT (IX) 
CIMMYT. ICRISAT, IITA. WAHUA, Clf’ 
CIAT, IITA, WARD/I 
CIAT, CIMMYT. CIP. ICRISAT. ILCA 
CIMMYT. ICARDA, ICRISAT: CIP 
CIMMYT, lCR!SAT. IRRI 
CIMMYT, ICRlSAl! IRRI 
CIA’1 ! CIMMYT. IFVX. CIP 
CIMMYT, ICHISAT. IRRI 
CIMMY’I : ICRISAT, IRRI 
CIMMYT: ICHISAT: IRRI 
CIM.MYT. ICRISAT, CIP 
----.- - 
1. Conservation and Management of Natural 
f%xm~rcos; and 
3. Production Systems Development and 
Manwwe? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . 
ICRAF, ICRISAT (ISC) 
ICRAF. IITA. lt.C:A: WAHDA, ILRAC 
ICRAI-, IITA, ILCA, WARDA, ILRAD 
CIAT, ICRAF, IL-CA, ILRAD 
ICARDA 
ICRISAT: IRRI 
IRRI 
CIMMYT, ICLARM. IHRI 
CIMMYT: ICRISAT. IRRI: ICAHDA 
CIMMYT, IRRf 
IRRI 
CIPT 
CIAT 
CIAT 
CIP 
CIAT, CIMMYT 
Clf’ 
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The needs of the African highlands (AEZ's 4+8), as 
noted, do not justify a separate centre or entity, however 
the needs are important. Several options are worth 
exploring. The first is to use a consortia approach which 
has already been discussed involving at least ICRAF, CIMMYT, 
CIAT, CIP, ILCA and the ICRISAT/SACCAR programme. A lead 
Centre would be identified, possibly ICRAF or ILCA. A 
second possibility would be for ILCA to assume primary 
responsibility with collaborative programmes with other 
relevant Centres. A third option would be to explore a 
transregional programme with LAC, with CIP and ILCA as 
leaders or one or the other assuming responsibility for both 
regions. A fourth possibility is to combine the ecoregional 
responsibility with global commodity responsibilities in 
each region. This ecoregion provides an opportunity for the --. 
CGIAR to explore new alternative modes of operation without 
establishing a new entity. 
(b) WANA - in this ecoregion, the programmes of ICARDA already 
are similar to TAC's view of an ecoregional programme and 
could be modified relatively easily. The major issue to be 
addressed would be whether irrigated agriculture should be 
added to ICARDA's ecoregional mandate. 
(c) Asia and the Pacific - In the semi-arid tropics and 
subtropics of Asia ICRISAT's resource management programme 
out of their headquarters is surely the candidate vehicle 
subject to the longer run considerations discussed earlier. 
For AEZ's 8 TAC has concluded a major programme is not 
warranted. We note however that a non-CGIAR Centre, ICIMOD, 
is actively engaged in research on mountainous regions in 
Asia. 
The remaining AEZ's (2+6, 3+7) represent a major 
challenge for the CGIAR because at present no CGIAR Centre 
has anything approaching a comprehensive ecoregional 
programme. The gap is partially covered by IRRI's programme 
on rice-based farming systems, but it does not cover the 
large rainfed areas where upland rice is not a major crop. 
TAC noted that in these areas land degradation is a serious 
problem, with on- and off-site impacts affecting the 
sustainability of high potential irrigated lands. Emerging 
programmes at CIFOR and IC.RAF on forestry and agroforestry, 
and the soil management networks of IBSRAM, all utilize and 
build on the strong NARS in the region to address important 
problems in the humid and subhumid areas. However, these 
programmes do not exactly adopt the comprehensive 
ecoregional approach proposed by TAC. Furthermore, the 
strong NARS in the region are able to undertake the applied 
research, but especially need scientific support from 
strategic research on natural resource problems. This 
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Cd) 
problem could be overcome in part by links to advanced 
.institutions in developed countries, but some focal point 
such as a regional organization or some other coordinating 
mechanism is needed. 
In sum, clearly one option is to attempt to develop 
research programmes by building links with existing 
mechanisms. A second option would be for ICRISAT to expand 
its work to the warm subhumid tropics and subtropics (AEZ's 
2 and 6), recognizing that these zones have several 
important food legume and cereal commodities in common with 
the present ICRISAT mandate area (see Table 13.3.). In 
parallel, IRRI could expand its programme to crops other 
than rice and take responsibility for the warm humid tropics 
and subtropics (AEZ 3+7). This option would have to be 
considered in the context of future global responsibilities 
for these Centres. 
A third option would be to convert either ICRISAT or 
IRRI into an ecoregional centre for Asia (AEZ's 2, 3, 6+7). 
A fourth option clearly is to encourage national programmes 
to expand activity through networks or consortia. A fifth 
option, although not preferred by TAC, would be to create a 
new institution. 
In the Asian region, coastal ecosystems are especially 
important in equity and sustainability terms. Although not 
delineated in the priorities framework, the coastal 
ecosystems may warrant a separate ecoregional approach. 
ICLARM has been working on the problems of the coastal 
ecosystem and could take the lead, involving ICRAF (with its 
emerging coconut systems programme) and IRRI. 
Latin America and the Caribbean - The emerging ecoregional 
programme of CIAT has been designed to address the major 
research problems of the warm humid and subhumid tropics and 
subtropics with summer rainfall. As discussed above, the 
priority analysis did not justify separate ecoregional 
programmes in other AEZ's in this region with the exception 
of the cool tropics and subtropics (AEZ's 4+8) where CIP 
could take the lead. The Committee returns to this issue 
after discussing global responsibilities. 
13.2.3. Global activities 
In section 13.2.1. TAC presented key strategic principles in 
approaching the question of strategy and structure of the CGIAR. 
These principles were applied to the consideration of both 
ecoregional and global strategies and structures. In approaching 
the issue of ecoregional activities an intermediate step of 
determining which ecoregions merited CGIAR programmes was 
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necessary before institutional options could be discussed. In 
the global context such a step is unnecessary because the 
priority exercise has already identified proposed commodities and 
activities deserving of CGIAR support and has identified relative 
priorities. It is therefore possible to proceed directly to 
discussing institutional options. 
In doing so it is necessary to keep in mind the medium and 
long term visions of the CGIAR. There TAC argued that research 
with a global perspective should be strategic, sharply focused 
and should continue to be focused on selected commodities and 
subject matter of global significance. A number of strategic 
questions were considered by TAC in analyzing future strategies 
and structure. What should be the evolving CGIAR role in 
commodities receiving priority rankings? How should the form and 
magnitude of that research change over time? As the CGIAR moves 
towards the medium/long and long term should commodity activities -- 
be combined into larger aggregates? These questions are relevant 
in all production sectors--crops, livestock, forestry and 
fisheries. Further questions on the nature and scope of 
non-commodity global activities were asked. In addition there 
was explicit discussion of linkages between global activities and 
ecoregional mechanisms. 
13.2.3.1. Institutional oDtions for research on slobal 
conunoditv/nroduction sector issues 
TAC considered several alternative institutional 
possibilities for global commodity/production sector research 
responsibilities in the CGIAR. It took into account the 
preceding analysis and recent decisions by the CGIAR with respect 
to institutional forms for agroforestry, forestry and bananas and 
plantains. Among the criteria considered by TAC in looking at 
institutional options were: 
- proven record and impact; 
- economies of scale and existing infrastructure for the 
research; 
- possibility of spillover effects; 
- centres of origin/diversity for the group of commodities; 
- compatibility of research approaches among commodities; and 
I 
- existing research links between centres on the commodity. 
TAC considers that recent developments in CGIAR policy on 
intellectual property rights, plant genetic resources and 
biotechnology should be taken into account in the formulation of 
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institutional strategies. The facilities needed for genetic 
resource conservation and for research using the techniques of 
modern molecular biology are very costly. Means of more cost 
effective use of such facilities should constantly be sought. 
As TAC proceeded with its analysis it considered options for 
the following groupings of commodities: cereals, roots and 
tubers, legumes, vegetables, coconut, banana and plantain, trees, 
large and small ruminants and fish. Possible institutional 
options are discussed in turn. In discussing these options it 
must be recognized that consistency with institutional options 
for ecoregional programmes is necessary. The discussions of 
particular options is therefore conditioned by possible models 
for ecoregional activities. 
(a) Cereals - Cereals--rice, wheat, maize, barley, millet and _-. .- 
sorghum--provide the majority of calories for developing 
country consumers. Nearly 50% of CGIAR commodity focused 
research is directed at cereals. Within the group there is 
great heterogeneity in terms of relative importance, 
geographic and ecological dispersion and state research 
knowledge. While in the long run there maybe merit in 
considering a consolidated yet decentralized germplasm 
enhancement and breeding effort in cereals, this in TAC's 
judgement is not a viable option in the short to medium/long 
term. Thus the beginning point of TAC's analysis was the 
current distribution of activity among centres with global 
responsibilities: rice--1RRI; wheat and maize--CIMMYT; 
barley-- ICARDA; millet and sorghum--1CRISAT. There are also 
significant regional programmes on rice at WARDA and CIAT, 
on maize at IITA and wheat (jointly with CIMMYT) at ICARDA. 
Clearly to retain this division of responsibilities is 
dependent on future emerging roles for several 
Centres-- CIAT, ICRISAT and IRRI in particular--in 
ecoregional activities. Looked at from the commodity n 
perspective, one can make the argument that there, are 
potential economies of scale in operating decentralized 
germplasm exchange and testing networks. Thus one option 
that should be debated would be to move towards merging more 
of the cereal programmes into one institutional form. For 
example CIMMYT could expand its mandate to include barley 
and possibly millet and sorghum. There are however 
plausible arguments for leaving barley with ICARDA as the 
majority of barley is grown in the WANA region. Shifting 
millet and sorghum to another institute should be 
conditioned by the long term directions undertaken by 
ICRISAT both in Africa and Asia. For the medium term TAC 
remains convinced that rice is of sufficient importance to 
warrant a separate highly focused global germplasm 
enhancement programme. Regional rice programmes at CIAT, 
IITA and WARDA should evolve to be more integrated into 
ecoregional programmes in their respective regions. Thus 
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TAC has no specific recommendation at this time. Following 
the completion of the intercentre review on rice the 
Committee will revisit the issue. 
(b) Roots and Tubers - Current responsibility for production 
improvement programmes in roots and tubers are dispersed 
across several institutes: potatoes and sweet 
potatoes --CIP; cassava --CIAT and IITA; and yam at PITA. 
Options considered included the following: " 
(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 
(VI 
(cl 
Over the past several years there have been a number of 
discussions about the possibility of a highly focused 
global institute for all CGIAR efforts in roots and 
tubers. An obvious candidate for such a centre would 
be CIP which could provide improved germplasm to 
ecoregional efforts in the relevant regions. Such an 
effort would of necessity have to be operated in a 
decentralized mode. 
A less radical option would be to consolidate 
programmes by region by developing closer collaboration 
between CIAT and CIP in Latin America by shifting 
germplasm enhancement responsibilities for cassava in 
Latin America (and possibly Asia) to CIP with CIAT 
integrating CIP's commodities into ecoregional research 
programmes. IITA would continue with regional 
responsibilities for cassava and yam in SSA. 
One variant on options (i) and (ii) would be to closely 
link (if not amalgamate) CIP and CIAT into a global 
root and tuber institute and an ecoregional institute 
for LAC. 
Another variant, close to status quo, would be to 
assign global responsibility for cassava to CIAT as 
well as ecoregional responsibilities for Latin America. 
IITA would focus on ecoregional activities including 
cassava based farming systems. Other commodity 
responsibilities would be as present. 
One final option is to retain the status quo. 
Each option has merits and demerits. TAC would welcome 
discussion as to what are the most efficient and effective 
options to consider further. 
Legumes - Current CGIAR activities are widely dispersed: 
chickpea, pigeonpea and groundnut--1CRISAT; beans--CIAT; 
cowpea --IITA; and selected pulses--ICARDA. TAC has 
recommended a reduction in emphasis to some--pigeonpea and 
phaesolus beans, maintenance of efforts in the short term 
for lentil, faba bean, chickpea and cowpea, and increased 
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emphasis on groundnut and soybean. The number of species 
involved, the localized importance of some food legumes (See 
Table 13.3), the relatively low total CGIAR efforts in food 
legumes and their integral importance in complex farming 
systems have led to the current situation of dispersion. 
Thus one option would be to move to firmly embed particular 
food legume improvement activities in ecoregional programmes 
where the species are important and not have a global 
activity. The diametrically opposite option would be to 
centralize all legume improvement activity in a single 
global activity. ICRISAT could be a candidate for such an 
approach. Various intermediate options could be considered, 
but in TAC's judgement, the determination of what global 
efforts, if any, are needed in legumes should be conditional 
on decisions regarding ecoregional activities. 
-- (d) Vegetables - TAC recommendation on vegetables is unchanged 
from that made in the Expansion Report. 
(e) Banana and Plantain - CGIAR activities for these commodities 
are an improvement programme for Africa at IITA and a global 
networking mechanism in INIBAP. The CGIAR has expressed a 
preference for INIBAP to have the opportunity to further 
develop its networking mode. 
(f) 
(s) 
Coconut - TAC's recommendation for a global programme on 
coconut germplasm conservation and improvement did not 
contain a parallel recommendation for a new institution. 
Rather the emerging efforts to form a coconut germplasm 
network (coordinated by IBPGR) and the inclusion of coconut 
as a multipurpose tree in the mandate of ICRAF seem 
appropriate. A somewhat different option might be to 
consider including coconut in a broadened mandate for 
INIBAP. This option should be considered only after 
INIBAP's progranune has matured further. 
Large and Small Ruminants - The TAC priority analysis of 
livestock suggests that when CGIAR's global expenditures are 
compared to global modified values of production there is 
reasonable congruence. However when expenditures are 
disaggregated by region and compared to modified values of 
production, there is an apparent over expenditure in SSA. 
It is against this background that TAC discusses future 
structural options. Ruminants and their feed sources are 
important elements of complex farming systems in LAC, WANA 
and SSA in particular. Thus the small ruminant programme at 
ICARDA and the-pastures programme at CIAT are properly 
integral parts of ecoregional activities. For Sub-Saharan 
Africa, ILCA and ILRAD share responsibilities. External 
reviews of ILCA and ILRAD will be received by TAC in June 
1992 and the CG in October 1992. At that time the Winrock 
report will also be available. Thus it may be premature to 
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(h) 
(i) 
discuss firm options. Nevertheless TAC wishes to emphasize 
that critical strategic and structural questions need to be 
addressed soon. All evidence suggests that single 
approaches to solving complex production problems related to 
disease, productivity, genetic improvement and feed sources 
are unlikely to be successful, What is clearly needed is a 
more integrated approach for improving productivity through 
combined programmes of productivity improvement, including 
feed sources, and disease management. TAC therefore feels 
that, as a minimum, there must be a more coordinated CGIAR 
effort for livestock improvement in SSA. This coordinated 
programme should not only include ILCA and ILRAD but also 
relevant components of other programmes focused on tolerant 
breeds such as ITC and CRTA. As the Committee reviews the 
various reports in June it will develop more firm 
recommendations in regard to ruminant research. 
Trees - TAC notes the present division of responsibilities 
between CIFOR, for forest systems, and ICRAF, for 
agroforestry. 
operated for 
whether this 
amendment. 
When CIFOR has been established and has 
five years or so, TAC will be able to judge 
division of responsibility is working or needs 
Fisheries - The TAC expansion report suggested that the 
CGIAR should address fisheries research. TAC has recently 
considered the ICLARM external review report and draft 
strategic plan, and recommended‘that ICLARM enter the CGIAR. 
13.2.3.2. Global non-commoditv/nroduction sector 
activities 
Several institutional options were considered by TAC for 
addressing global, strategic and methodological issues in 
socio-economics, public policy and public management research, 
including irrigation and research management. The first was to 
continue with IFPRI, IIMI and ISNAR as three separate 
institutions. The second was to integrate IIMI's programmes into 
a broader programme addressing both technical and management 
issues in irrigated ecosystems through closer association between 
IIMI and IRRI. Third, the programmes of IFPRI and ISNAR could 
also be more closely integrated, given similarities in their 
research approaches. A fourth option would be to encourage 
closer collaboration between ISNAR and IIMP in light of their 
potential‘conunon activities and common interest in the management 
problems faced by national systems. There is not a consensus in 
TAC on which option is preferable. This is an issue deserving 
further debate by the CGIAR and dialogue among the Centres 
concerned. 
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13.3. Relationships between Global and Ecoresional Mechanisms 
TAC considers that, programatically, the commodity-specific 
activities of global entities and the production system and 
resource management activities of ecoregional mechanisms are 
entirely complementary. Placing commodity-specific research 
entirely at a global commodity centre has in the past potentially 
isolated the work from the broader agricultural and 
socio-economic context o‘f the real world of the farmer. This is 
not to say that the multidisciplinary commodity approach has 
failed, but rather it may have been adopted in too narrow a form, 
neglecting important aspects such as resource conservation and 
management and user considerations important to technology 
acceptance by small farmer population. It is important that 
centres learn from their experience in dealing with these 
problems as the framework of ecoregional and global mechanisms _.- .- 
and collaborative operating procedures between them, and with 
NARS, evolve. 
TAC sees a need for very close ties between global and 
ecoregional mechanisms. Ecoregional entities would develop and 
build the store of knowledge of the natural resource base in 
their regions and human interactions with that base. This would 
include a detailed understanding of the important biotic and 
abiotic stresses constraining productivity and sustainability of 
production in agriculture, forestry and fisheries. This 
understanding would be shared with global commodity centres which 
would factor it into their genetic enhancement and breeding 
programmes. To complement these programmes, ecoregional entities 
would serve as the major sites for testing, evaluation of 
methodologies, and packaging of technological components 
generated by the global centres. 
Research on germplasm enhancement and breeding will be a 
particularly important area in which clear modes for 
collaboration and<transfer of material will have to be developed. 
There is a good case for the global commodity entity employing 
the plant breeders and outposting them to ecoregional mechanisms. 
In this way experienced breeders would gain from exposure to the 
problems at the field level in ecoregions. The ecoregional 
entities/mechanisms could also host scientists from the global 
centres working on specific problems in the-ecoregion with 
transnational or global significance. IBPGR might, for instance, 
outpost staff at ecoregional entities which could be used as 
bases for collecting germplasm and organizing in situ 
conservation of genetic resources; recent TAC/CGIAR policy and 
strategic papers on genetic resources and intellectual property 
rights address this issue in more detail. 
ISNAR staff based at ecoregional entities could help NARS in 
the region to define their needs in research management and 
assist them in priority setting and progranune planning. IFPRI 
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could also outpost staff at an ecoregional entity to conduct 
collaborative research on key policy issues in its ecoregional 
mandate area. In order to avoid confusion, the primary 
responsibility for links with NAHS should be through the 
ecoregional entity. However, there may be situations where 
direct collaborative arrangements between the global centre NAPS 
prefer particularly in ecoregions not covered by CGIAR 
programmes. 
Production/farming systems that cut across production 
sectors would by necessity require a multidisciplinary team, and 
may require inputs from more than one global centre. The best 
approach would be to have a joint programme, and a task force 
involving the main actors: global centres, the ecoregional 
mechanisms, and the participating NAPS. 
Consultation between Centres and NAPS should be based on a 
continuing dialogue on collaborative research but also, if 
appropriate, involving in each country a regular forum of 
agencies and individuals associated with the CGIAR programmes. 
As stated earlier, IARCs and NAPS scientists should be given 
every opportunity and encouragement for greater interaction and 
collaboration. In the medium term this is likely to occur mostly 
through the ecoregional mechanisms. However, NAPS specialists 
should have unimpeded contacts with international scientists at 
those institutions dealing with global activities. Where 
ecoregional and global activities are combined in one 
institution, relations with NAPS would not present any particular 
problem in terms of coordination. This mix of both global and 
ecoregional responsibilities may be a common institutional 
approach in some CGIAR Centres in the medium term. 
13.4. Implications for Mandates of Existins Centres 
The formal -mandates of CGIAR Centres have been incorporated 
into their constitutions. These legal charters have in many 
cases required an Act of Parliament in the host country of a 
centre's headquarters. Changes in the formal mandates of current 
centres which may be brought about as a result of the 
restructuring exercise would therefore involve extensive legal 
processes. As the CGIAR System and its Centres have evolved over 
the last two decades, the operational mandates of most of the 
Centres have also changed - in some cases what the Centres are 
doing today is very different from what they were doing when they 
were established. This process of change should be encouraged to 
continue. The CGIAR already has an informal but effective 
process of supporting only those activities which the Group has 
collectively ranked as high priority. While it has been possible 
so far to phase out some programmes, the CGIAP has not yet been 
confronted with the need to phase out any of the institutions it 
currently supports. The fact, however, that institutions are 
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legal entities and are autonomous should not preclude considering 
such options as the medium term is approached. 
With the encouragement of TAC, a number of Centres with 
overlapping mandates have in the past been able to agree on how 
to delineate responsibilities among themselves. TAC has been 
monitoring the implementation of agreements reached between 
Centres on the sharing of responsibilities. Inter-Centre 
commodity and activity reviews provide another mechanism for 
keeping in check unnecessary overlaps between centres. A further 
mechanism is the external review process. 
13.5. Conclusion 
TAC believes that this chapter further explains the 
Committee's ideas on ecoregional approaches. We have re- 
emphasized the twin objectives of expanding the CGIAR efforts on 
natural resource conservation and management and clarifying CGIAR 
collaboration with national programmes. The chapter has 
addressed directly the question of which ecoregions merit CGIAR 
attention and what institutional pptions are available to the 
CGIAR building wherever possible on existing institutions. The 
chapter also provided institutional options for global 
activities. Finally it has addressed the difficult question of 
the relationships between global and ecoregional entities. 
The CGIAR and its institutes have always adopted a dynamic 
approach'to meeting the CGIAR mission and goals. The 
alternatives discussed in this chapter offer further 
possibilities for constructive change. The pace at which this 
change occurs will depend on the rate at which individual 
Centres, in dialogue with their donors and NARS, can change their 
programmes and institutional structures to meet the challenges. 
TAC has not developed a masterplan or blueprint for the 
restructuring of the CGIAR but stands ready to assist in this 
important process as the CGIAR moves forward- 
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Chapter 14. IMPLICATIONS OF TAC'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRIORITIES 
AND STRATEGIES FOR RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
14.1 Introduction 
The priority analysis contained in Chapters l-13 had 
four objectives. The first was to review future needs and to 
suggest the role the CGIAR should play. The second was to 
determine, within the domain of CGIAR activities, what should be 
the relative distribution of CGIAR activities (Chapter 12). The 
third was to discuss the implications of changing needs and 
priorities for CG strategies and structure (Chapter 13). The 
fourth was to provide a basis for formally linking priorities to 
the allocation of financial resources to CGIAR institutions over 
the next five years' planning period. The ,linkage between 
priorities and resource allocation, in the context of strategies 
and structure, proceeded in two steps. First, relative 
priorities by activity, production sector, region and commodities 
were translated into resource allocation targets at the system 
level. In the second step an indicative core resource envelope 
was proposed for each of the CGIAR Centres. This indicative 
envelope will provide the beginning point for the next phase in 
program development for the CGIAR, namely Centres' preparation of 
medium-term plans (MTPs). The envelopes contain a target with a 
10% range around it, so as to give Centres some flexibility in 
preparing detailed programmes in the context of system 
priorities. 
14.2. CGIAR Medium Term Plannins Process 
The CGIAR resource allocation process has evolved over 
time. Initially, Centres' programmes and budgets were prepared 
annually, complemented with multi-year projections, and were 
reviewed by TAC and approved by the Group. Centre programmes and 
budgets were based on Centres' strategic plans. Starting in 1987, 
Centres prepared five-year MTPs broadly based on CGIAR priorities 
as proposed by TAC and endorsed by the Group, as well as on their 
long term strategic plans. At ICW '90, the Group reviewed a 
report ("Review of the Resource Allocation Processll, ICW/90/33) 
which examined the experience with the five-year allocation 
process. The Group endorsed its recommendations. One 
recommendation suggested a more transparent linkage between 
system priorities and Centres' operational programmes; another 
recommendation urged the introduction of constrained supply 
considerations in a so far largely demand driven resource 
allocation process. The completion by TAC of the CGIAR 
Priorities, Strategies and Structure, and Resource Allocation 
analysis offers an opportunity to improve further on the linkage 
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between system priorities and Centre resource allocation in the 
framework-of the development of new MTPs by Centres. 
14.2.1. First round of MTPS -- 1987-89 
Using TAC's 1986 priorities paper as a reference, the 
construction of Centre MTPs became the mechanism to translate 
system's priorities into operational programmes. Since the 
development of Centre MTPs was, from a core resource point of 
view, open-ended, Centres were able to present the full potential 
of their core programmes and activities in an environment of 
unconstrained core supply. However, the initial round of MTPs had 
two major limitations. 
Firstly, the review and approval of Centre MTPs was 
phased over a three year period, causing the MTP time horizon of 
individual Centres to vary from 1988-92 to 1990-94. This reduced 
the scope for a comprehensive monitoring of the achievement of 
system priorities resulting from the implementation of individual 
Centre MTPs. . 
Secondly, the sum of Centres' core resource 
requirements was substantially in excess of actual core funding 
during the implementation of the MTPs. Consequently, each year 
Centre core requirements needed to be adjusted downward 
mechanically which generated increasing discrepancies between 
approved MTP programmes and Centres' actual operational programme 
levels. 
14.2.2. Second round of MTPs -- 1992-93 
Consistent with the recommendations of the review 
report and in order to ensure the operational character of the 
system priorities and strategies, the CGIAR has requested TAC to 
extend its priority analysis to include indicative allocations of 
limited core resources to CGIAR Centres consistent with the 
system priorities TAC proposes. 
In the framework of the second round of MTPs, the 
linkages between the system priorities, prospective system 
resource availability and Centre MTPs will be more systemic and 
made more explicit. Developing such linkage through an iterative 
and interactive process, involving TAC, the CGIAR membership and 
the Centres, will result in providing all parties concerned a 
better insight in the connections between system priorities and 
Centres' operational programmes. 
The consolidation of all Centre final MTPs with a 
uniform time horizon (1994-98) into a system five year plan 
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should contribute to an improved implementation of the system 
priorities, and provide as well an adequate monitoring tool at 
the system level. 
Finally, drawn against an assumption of limited core 
supply for the system as a whole, Centre MTPs will thus be 
constrained in their core resource requirements. This should 
enhance the relevance and credibility of individual and 
collective MTPs for CGIAR donors, who may use them as effective 
inputs in their own process of allocating resources to the system 
and to individual Centres. 
14.3. Settinq the Context for TAC's Recommendations on 
Core Resource Allocation 
In order to respond to the CGIAR request regarding the 
allocation of resources consistent with its recommendations on 
priorities and strategies, TAC reviewed a number of options with 
regard to the methodology to follow, the time horizon in which to 
formulate allocation recommendations, and assumptions on 
availability of core resources. 
14.3.1. Resource allocation methodolosv 
In order to arrive at 1998 resource envelopes which are 
consistent with the system priorities, there were conceptually 
two alternative approaches. The first possible approach would 
consist of designing an ideal 1998 CGIAR system, with programmes 
and an implementing structure of institutions that would be the 
most cost-effective/efficient to implement the priorities in all 
their dimensions -- i.e. by category of activity, by production 
sector and commodity, and by region based on TAC's analysis of 
the agro-ecological zones each region comprises. The alternative 
approach would consist in considering the current state of 
affairs (i.e. current progranunes, institutional set up and 
resource allocation) and modifying it to ensure that the system 
priorities are gradually but effectively approached in the medium 
term. 
The first alternative would have allowed the explicit 
recognition of expected research products -- whether or not 
currently pursued -- and in a way that is not biased by existing 
structural arrangements, or by current cost structures and 
differentials. Though intellectually attractive and most 
appropriate for strategic planning; this alternative was judged 
to be less adequate for resource allocation: its end-product 
would appear artificial in that it would not bear a direct 
relationship with current allocation realities; and, in any case, 
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it would have required a translation into the existing structure, 
i.e. the existing Centres which would need to develop their 
programmes and budgets. In addition, this approach would have 
required the compilation of assumptions on research costs which 
may not necessarily reflect current structural and institutional 
realities. Finally, it would have required the use of common 
standards of research outputs, a complex task for a multi-faceted 
institution like the CGIAR. 
The second alternative -- which has been selected -- is 
by its very nature quite practical. It begins by taking the 
current situation as the point of departure. It is evolutionary, 
rather than revolutionary, by indicating how, and how fast, 
modifications have to be made in the current array of programmes 
and entities to meet the medium/long and medium term priorities. 
It underscores the productivity as well as the value of the 
existing institutions, and nurtures the existing positive factors -. 
in the donor-to-centre and centre-to-centre relationships which 
underpin the CGIAR system. This approach entails the risk of 
constraining the resource allocation process to what exists now 
in terms of programmes and organizational entities. Thus it runs 
the risk of appearing to be unable to handle innovations or 
radical changes, some of them possibly already contemplated or 
implemented by Centres. This limitation inherent in the chosen 
alternative is, however, largely offset by the strategic approach 
followed in the priority setting exercise. On the other hand, 
this constraint implies the explicit and pragmatic consideration 
of the implications of evolving from an existing to a different, 
desired situation. 
14.3.2. Time horizon 
In principle, there are two obvious options for setting 
a time horizon for the resource allocation. A first option is to 
retain the time horizon used by TAC for the priority setting, 
i.e. 20 years or the year 2010. A second option is the time frame 
of the CGIAR funding cycle, i.e. one year. For the purpose of 
operational planning, the 20 year horizon was considered too long 
and the one year horizon too short. 
Consequently, an intermediate five-year time 
perspective was retained. This horizon is reasonably appropriate 
for operational planning and implementation of programme changes, 
as well as for the funding decision process and the 
implementation of changes in resource allocations, which may be 
called for by the medium term resource allocation process. 
The five-year horizon offers a reasonable degree of 
flexibility, always necessary in planning, provided a mechanism 
can be put in place to correct discrepancies between planning 
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assumptions and reality (e.g. with regard to funding). Also 
needed is the possibility of intermediate reassessments of five- 
year plans to take into account externalities (e.g. fundamental 
changes in operating cost structures) or.other circumstances 
which could not be foreseen at the time of the priority setting 
and the development of MTPs (e.g. new research opportunities). 
14.3.3. Availability of core funds 
In principle, the assumption with regard to the future 
level of core funding could be open ended in an environment in 
which the demand for resources should drive the supply-of funds. 
However, past experience has demonstrated that this assumption is 
not tenable. Therefore, a supply driven approach needs to be 
adopted which will inevitably constrain the demand side. This, 
however, raises the other issue that constrained plans represent 
potentially a disincentive for growth of the supply beyond the 
level assumed. In order to balance the two sides of the equation, 
several assumptions with regard to future supply of core 
resources were examined in conjunction with the CGIAR 
Secretariat: growth in constant dollar terms; constant supply in 
nominal dollar terms or some growth in nominal dollar terms only, 
both of which would imply a significant reduction of the supply 
in real terms; or, finally, a combination of maintenance of 
supply in constant dollars with real growth in selective areas. 
Based on donor indications so far, the global real 
growth assumption seems optimistic. Also, there are no 
indications that the Group intends, over the medium term, to 
decrease its support in real terms (though fluctuations from 
year-to-year are to be expected). Thus, the no-real-growth 
assumption in long.standing activities combined with selective 
real growth, for forestry and fishery activities in particular, 
was retained as the most reasonable. 
This rather conservative planning assumption will be 
tempered, on.the one hand, by Centre plans incorporating, for 
TAC's and the Group's consideration, a description of their MTP 
at a level 10% higher than assumed.by the indicative resource 
envelope; and, on the other hand, by the mechanism which will 
reconcile annually reasonable differences between assumed funding 
and actual supply on the basis of the priority framework. 
14.3.4. Character of recommendations on resource 
allocations 
Any recommendation on resource allocation to Centres, 
derived from system-wide priority considerations, would have to 
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be considered tentative, until the Group has had an opportunity 
to review the implications of TAC's proposals, and the Centres 
have tested their feasibility through the preparation of MTP 
proposals. 
Consequently, TAC's recommendations on Centres resource 
allocation should be considered indicative. Their purpose is to 
provide a consistent basis for preparing Centre MTPs for 
presentation to TAC and the Group. TAC will make firm 
recommendations on resource allocations, for approval at ICW '93, 
on the basis of Centres' MTP proposals. 
14.4. Priority Settins and Factors Relevant to Resource 
Allocation 
14.4.1. TAC's focus on the core proaramme 
In its priority setting exercise, TAC focussed on the 
core activities and progranunes as they represent the essence of 
the CGIAR as a collective system; in contrast, the complementary 
activities and prograrnmes, by their very nature, are prone to 
specific understandings and arrangements between individual 
donors and Centres. In the priority exercise, TAC contemplates a 
time horizon of about twenty years (i.e. the year 2010), while it 
considers the medium-term frame -- i.e. the next five years, up 
to 1998 -- as an intermediary, operational stage by which 
directional changes towards achieving the medium/long term 
priorities should begin to be implemented. 
14.4.2. Priority settins methodolosv 
In assessing priorities of CGIAR core programmes and 
activities, TAC has been using a number of elements which, in 
their final description, are directly relevant to the resource 
allocation. As described in Chapter 12, TAC analyzed CGIAR 
priorities in a multi-dimensional fashion. Sequentially -- and 
eventually in an integrated way -- it analyzed and set priorities 
among the five major categories of CGIAR activities (Table 12.1), 
indicating, for each region, the relative magnitude of the change 
in direction for each category of activity. On the basis of an 
analytical assessment of the regionally defined agro-ecological 
zones, TAC analyzed and proposed priorities among the four 
geographical regions as commonly used in the CGIAR context (Table 
12.2). Finally, TAC examined and assigned relative importance to 
commodities and production sectors dealt with by the CGIAR 
(Tables 12.3 and 12.4). 
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For the medium/long-term priority statements to become 
effective for implementation and thus achievement, they needed to 
be translated into operational terms. This required that they be 
expressed in terms of intermediate targets for 1998, whereby a 
relative allocation was to be assigned to each of the priority 
parameters indicating the desired rate of progress towards 
achieving the ultimate goal, i.e. the recommended relative 
allocations by 2010. For setting that intermediary stage, TAC put 
side by side its recommendations on medium/long-term priorities, 
both in relative quantitative terms and the descriptive rationale 
underlying them, and the current relative distribution of 
resources between the priority parameters. 
14.4.3. 1991 distribution of CGIAR core resources 
Table 14.1 indicates the 1991 relative allocation of 
core resources among the priority parameters. 
By category of activity, about 13% of core resources 
were devoted to Natural Resources Conservation and Management 
(category l), distributed evenly among its two components. 
Through research on crops and the other production sectors, 54% 
of the core resources were used for Germplasm Enhancement and 
Breeding (category 2) -- representing 22% of total core resources 
-- and for Production Systems Development and Management 
(category 3), which used 33% of all core resources. About 9% of 
core resources went to Socio-economic, Public Policy and Public 
Management Research (category 4), and 24% to Institution Building 
(category 5); of the total of category 5, about 8% was used for 
Organization and Management Counselling, and about one third of 
the remainder for institution building oriented Networks. 
In terms of regional distribution, 43% of core resource 
were allocated to activities in Sub-saharan Africa (SSA), 29% to 
activities in Asia, and 13% and 15% respectively to activities in 
West Asia and North Africa (WANA) and Latin America and Caribbean 
(MC) - 
14.4.4. Results from priority settinq 
Tables 14.2. A through C combine for each of the 
priority parameters (categories of activity, and commodities and 
production sectors, and regions) TAC's assessments on relative 
priorities for 2010 and the current (1991) relative distribution 
of core resources. 
TAC's formulation of an intermediate, relative 
distribution for each of the priority parameters required a 
complex and iterative process. Iterations were necessary to 
assure an satisfactory degree of compatibility between the 
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Sle 14.1. CGIAR Estimated 1991 Core Resources Distribution (in %) 1/ 
II. By Category of Activity: 
1. Conservation/Management 
Natural Resources 
1 .l Ecosystem Conservation 
1.2 Germplasm Coll./Conserv. 
2. Germplasm Enhancement/ 
Breeding 
2.1 Crops 
2.2 Livestock 
2.3 Trees 
2.4 Fish 
3. Production Systems Development/ 
Management 
3.1 Cropping Systems 
3.2 Livestock systems 
3.3 Tree Systems 
3.4 Aquatic systems 
4. Socio-econ./Public Policy/ 
Public Management Research 
5. Institution Building 24% 
5.1 Training/Conf. 9% 
5.2 Doc./Pub./Dis. Info. 8% 
5.3 Org./Mngmnt. Counsel. 2% 
5.4 Networks 5% 
13% 
7% 
6% 
21% 
20% 
0% 
1% 
0% 
33% 
I 8% 
13% 
2% 
0% 
9% - 
: 
II. BY Category of Activity and Region 
I. Conservation/Management 
Natural Resources 
SS Africa 
WANA 
Asia 
IAC 
13% 
35% 
19% 
33% 
1 3% 
!. Germplasm Enhancement/ 
Breeding 
SS Africa 
WANA 
Asia 
LAC 
3. Production Systems Development/ 
Management 
SS Africa 
WANA 
.Asia 
LAC 
1. Socio-econ./Public Policy/ 
Public Management Research 
SS Africa 
WANA 
Asia 
IAC 
5. Institution Building 
SS Africa 
WANA 
Asia 
LAC 
21% 
39% 
14% 
29% 
1 9% 
33% 
49% 
11% 
23% 
17% 
9% 
46% 
5% 
41% 
8% 
24% 
43% 
9% 
34% 
1 3% 
t/ Percentages may not add to 100 due to computer rounding. 
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different priority parameters -- which so far had been dealt with 
as independent variables -- and to ensure the feasibility of the 
change in direction and the magnitude thereof from Centres' and 
the Group's point of view. 
14.4.4.1. Catesories of activitv 
As Table 14.2.A indicates, TAC's recommendations with 
regard to the 1998 distribution of core resources among the five 
categories of activity is consistent with its statements in 
Chapter 12. 
Natural Resources Conservation and Manaqement (category 
1) is projected to increase significantly in both absolute and 
relative terms by 1998, rising from 13% of total in 1991 to 18% 
by 1998. All regions are expected to benefit from the increased 
efforts, but mostly LAC (from a low base) and least WANA. 
Germplasm Enhancement and Breedinq (category 2) is 
projected to increase marginally in absolute terms and in 
relative terms, from 21% in 1991 to 22% of total in 1998. The 
projected increase will mainly benefit Asia. 
Production Svstems Development and Manasement (category 
3) is projected to decrease in absolute terms and in relative 
terms, with-its share of total declining from 33% in 1991 to 29% 
in 1998. All four regions will experience a decrease in efforts 
in this category of activity but the decrease will be relatively 
more pronounced in the Asia region. . 
Socio-economic, Public Policy and Public Manasement 
Research (category 4) is projected to increase to represent 11% 
of total by 1998, up from 9% in 1991. LAC and WANA are expected 
to be the principal beneficiaries at the expense of the remaining 
regions which in the past have benefitted of a strong 
concentration of CGIAR efforts in this type of activity. 
Institution Buildinq (category 5) as a whole is 
" projected to decrease in both absolute and relative terms, from 
24% of total in 1991 to 20% in 1998. All four regions would be 
affected by the decrease but in varying degrees: SSA and LAC less 
than average, while Asia and WANA more or close to the average. 
The reduction is projected in three components of this category 
(Training, Information and Documentation, and institution- 
building oriented Networks), while Organization and Management 
Counselling (Category 5.3) is projected to increase significantly 
over 1991 levels, benefitting all four regions. 
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14.4.4.2. Production sectors and commodities 
The combined outcome of the relative allocations to 
categories 2 and 3 is a result of recommendations made by TAC for 
the different commodities and production sectors. 
TAC considered that there was no compelling rationale 
for changing the existing distribution between the four 
production sectors. On the other hand, TAC firmly believes that 
the system's expansion in forestry and fisheries should not be 
funded at the expense of agricultural crops and livestock. 
As shown in Table 14.2.B., assuming incremental core 
funding for forestry and fisheries doubles the relative 
allocations to these sectors by I998 over the comparable 1991 
level. Under that assumption, the 1998 proposed allocations for 
agricultural crops and livestock drop in relative terms to 66% 
and 23% respectively; these levels are however identical to the 
1991 comparable levels of 70% and 24%, when the increment for 
forestry and fisheries is excluded. 
It should be noted, however, that TAC's decision to 
reduce the relative share of the combined categories 2 and 3 
resulted in reducing the global allocation available for 
commodities and production sectors; thus the maintenance of 
shares of each of the sectors represents actually a decline in 
absolute terms compared to 1991 levels. 
Within the agricultural crops, while generally 
recommending a shift of efforts from Production Systems research 
(category 3) to Germplasm Enhancement and Breeding (category 2) 
no major changes are proposed in the relative share of most crops 
compared with 1991. The cereals maintain their relative share, 
with a marginal shift from SSA towards Asia. The roots and tubers 
maintain their relative share as well as the regional 
distribution. The food legumes, as a group, decline as a relative 
share, and a shift occurs from Asia and IAC towards SSA and WANA; 
this results from reductions in emphasis in phaseolus bean and 
piseonnea research, while soybean and aroundnut research would 
receive greater attention. 
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IITA slnufd mrrenlmk on gempk~ consenatff” and focus fts research on the critical 
mnstmhts b gemtpksm improvement. TIY: en&axes this view, and suggest that a ixwkwof the 
effecti~nessdf,CGIAR reseachon yam should be partof the next external mvkwof IfT& tif 
has the gbbd m&k br this conwmdity. &Xapter 12. Section 123.52.. pag? 241.1 
Table 14.2.6: TAC’s Decision Rules - - Relative Allocation to Commodities and Production Sectors 
(I” patcentdyss) paga 2 at 3 
-__-- 
h vkwof ths pngress nwxk byi&Oxtsrs ooncemed on plsseofus bean h tKZ end SSA, TM3 
ploposx lo szduoe ths mssamh efbd on thk convmdfty. CfAT fms -ssfully dewzbped 
sewad mpmwd wrktes ttat em bshg wlckfy arbpkd by fannwa The fny-otf flom CGlAR 
rxawch has fsen substantial. TK also wo5kes thst pharreobs besm am a” b”pork”t crop 
for pm, kmrs and of sllbskntiil sfgnffkance h ti dets of bw fncome axnsumrs. On the 
basis of congwnm crfkxk. ths CGIAFI Is oyer- hmsthg h p~seolus beens. ClAT k already 
pr~poslng a s&sk”lkl te&ctbn h ths rcak of ifs research on pheoeoks beans TA[; encbrses 
this bend. and ~aommends s modest ledxtbn h he prbrity of thii omp. phspkr 12. S&b” 
12.3.52.. pege 242.1 
h 16’86. TX mcumnenckd b pheshg out of ~sserch on kbe beans end kntfl. A CGIAR 
hwhoment *8s to be ihdfd b the nminknance of 5netb ~sourm colkctbns. lhs 
responsbilfty br kba been ~search k behg trartskzned b a NARS. Whik CARDA’s efforts h tiE 
szgsrd hsre bee” naessfufl, I will take more tine lhan ellpeced tmbm its lesponsfbflitks can be 
fully dkdnrged. CARDA has alsa been mqueskd b tndatlskt a” h-ckpth ass.?-“l of he 
pokntiel pey-off of further research on the bnplovemsrrl of kntif. h (he fmmewrkof IcARDA’s 
upcoming medium-krm pkn. TX mles ttmt kntfl k a” ~portsnt cmp h farming systems of 
~li~um poor kmws in WAtL4. end that o&sick Ihe CGtAR wery ffttk tosearch k aerrkd out on 
lentil. h the shod b medium km Uwebm. currant efkxls h kntil will anthue. *rhik saffi”nh( 
T&Z’s vkw (hat in tfm bng km the mk of ths CGlAJ3 h kbe been and kntfl msesti should be 
primer&y h rmhkhbg 5nstfc teeg)ums mlkdbnr. (Cfmpkr 12. Ssctbn 12.352.. ps5s 
241-242.) 
Tfm pdmtty mnkhgof chbkpss should be mshtahsd. pchepbr 12. Sectbn 1238.. psgs246.] 
T/C mcalkd thst co- *BS krgsly pmducad h Nf5ris. but thst tha clap mufd be a” 
mfxxtant cumnod#y br R=U~ poor fsnwrs thmughxd dffkrent agn-ecobgkal zunesend 
clopphg syskms of Hkst AT&a. tire NARS JIB 5nemlfy week TAC mndwkd thet it *aukf 
be appmprkk b uwthus CGlAJ3 apporl br thk commodity fn ttm shod b mediun krm. TE 
mkd tfmt suybsan m&d above ohsr kgrnms and ths mpkl progwsof mpearch on soybean 
conducled in&k. psrtbukrly with tegard in muftffupose rsrietkr. TAC mco5tzes that soybean 
has subsbntkl pokntkl h dsusbphg comttrks and thst ltm dsmend for lkresbck fssd k 
garring rspkfly. T#: vecummends a” haessed resource afbcafbn b thk commodity h SSA. h 
view of tfa liklhood of wpid pngress. pstikxkrty with ~sf?xxzt b its fiokntkl as a nutrftbus 
hod. oefh cmp. and pmkfn-rich ffwati Bed [Chnpkr 12. Sectbn 123.52.. fmges 242-243.1 
hong food kwnms. ths only mmm~dtt Whet appears m&M&d k gnundmd. TX fns mkc 
thz subskntffl pey-off horn CGIAR hwdmenk h gmuxhul lessarch h Ask. in SSA progress 
has keen cbw. TX ~oommemfs hcreashg cumnt elkrts h gmxmchti ~search mxkstly given 
lfm opporhmlllls br furlhea phs b be msde hmu& mearch on tfh commodity. [Chepkr 12. 
sedbn 12852.. p* 243.1 
Pigsorpes ksn tnfxxtsnt crop h a)~ mlntryonfy (lndk) whf&h. in sddftbn. htrss sbong NPJiS. 
Tfm wpid pmgless echkwd by CRISAT h &wbping a hybrid pigeonpee wfetyedds further 
refgfd b fhs argument thst responsbilitks for pfgaonpea teseardt. psrtbukrly h tndt. can mw 
amdueliv be bansfsned b Uw N4FtS. TAC Rmmmends that CGIAR efforts in ~iwonosa ~sesrch 
be png.&sirely mxlwed h ti bng km Ib ftifl fts sctf@tfsr b mhkhhg &&k~rssounx 
dkctbns only. end be diminisfrzd sl@fcanlfy h tfm medkm knn. Ffmpkr 12.. Sectbn 
12.352.. pa5 242.1 
ursscock 
I 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
IL 244-245.1 
N/A 4% 77% 1% 12% 10% ox 40% 2x 20% 10% 
Wti respect c3 aconmendatbns on b~stty end tisherfeq TX reaffkms the outcome of tha 
N/A 1x ox OX 0,x 0% 2% 10% ox 90% OY sn~lysls mde hChepkxs7 end 6. [Cl-epbw 12, Sactbn 12.3.6., page 246.].- 1 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
TX mkd &ii tiila congruent on livestock reseals, appears Che. n Pfadm @S “~&f 
VCP figure has b be Waled with comidxable caution. Thz figrm frcbrbs Ihe ~lle of all cattk 
-1 and milk. at-d vnall wmiwnts across all wgbns. The CGlAfI &es not conduct any liwsk& 
aesearch h Ask lnoraver. mr cbes II can&d ~searcb on fmell “mdmmts h UC MO” Large 
“.m?imnts h WANA When adjustinff Ue modified VCP br tham hc4ors. U-e fmm wuld be 
mr*rced horn 25.6% lo 165%. with a dktrbutbn of 46% Lo S?.& 0% b WANA 27% lo Ass and 
24% b t.A-2. Actual m9o”rcx~ albcatbn (0 liveslock mseati amounts b mom ths” 26% (of 
aarfwltureL distrfbued as 73% lo SSA. 9% b WANA, 16% b LX and onfy 1% b Asia. This wukf 
suggest thit ttm CGIPR is substantkalfy oux- haztkkg h liwsbck reseaad~. ewn tin 
mmkk,ha (he hrtant role of hkmdmk five&c,‘ p)o&EtS such es tractan and “,a”“,~ A 
disppnport~rrak &am of CGIAR lesource8 br ltbe~msearch em elbcakd (0 SSA In additbn 
in tlw egbnel empfxasis. rmpr questfins ~nsln about the distrMon of specksemphasi~ end 
betwae” sninel mxkdbn and health research. Furlhemare. lt kr mw haeasingfy deer tt’mt. h 
the hdure. much gmakremphssis till have lo be given lo enhandng crop-ffuesbck hkmdons. 
The m+r mnstmbt lo frclessbg liwzskxk pmdudfffy is II shortag? of Bed. and this could. kx a 
glleekr exknt. efkctfwly be addressed tk~mugh #mm adaquskfy bcussed cmp productivity 
wxearch. Tti Is also concerned about tha genereIfy sbr ark of ptogmss h obtaining bnped 
from CGWI hmstmmt h llvskck research. TK. then&m nammmends e mo&st led&Sin fn 
thy, pdwtty ti CGIAR cunently albrakes b lfuxbck mssarch. h Ihe nediim term. ths albmtbn 
k Ihasbck nxearch h SSAo~uki be wbced a~bstantfalfy. When U’te liueti study. cu”e”tly 
being undeftakn by Whmck lntematbnal. end the exkmnt wrbwsoi ItRAD and ItCAme 
conpkkd. TX till svisit fire&k research prbdtbs. Ffmpkr 12. Section 12.3.52. pews 
N/A 
NlA 
N/A 
N/A 
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14.4.4.3. Regional distribution 
TX's allocation decisions on categories of activity 
(and their regional distribution) and on the commodities and 
production sectors resulted in a regional distribution for 1998 
which -- as indicated in Table 14.2.C. -- is quite close to the 
regional targets set for 1998, i.e. 40% to SSA compared to 39%, 
12% to WANA compared with ll%, 31% to Asia compared with 33%, and 
17% to LAC i.e. the target set for 1998. 
14.5. The Allocation Process 
The objective of the medium-term resource allocation 
process is to ensure the implementation of the agreed core 
priorities of the CGIAR, expressed in several dimensions, in a 
coherent way by autonomous CGIAR Centres supported by donors 
acting individually. In order to ensure realism in the forward 
core planning by Centres, and thus the relevance of the MTPs 
throughout the planning period, core operating resources need to 
be confined within the boundaries set by realistic estimates of 
core funding that will be made available to the system. Though, 
as indicated earlier, complementary programmes are being treated 
as financially unconstrained, they are expected to be broadly 
consistent with the general direction of the core priorities. 
The princioles upon which the resource allocation 
process has been constructed are: 
(a) transparency, i.e. the rationale of the Centre 
allocation recommendations can be related to the 
recommendations on system priorities as recommended by TAC 
and which will be discussed and reviewed by the Group; 
(b) constraining, i.e., Centres are asked to prepare 
MTP proposals which conform with the indicative core 
resource envelopes recommended by TAC; however, Centres will 
have a reasonable margin of flexibility since they are also 
requested to present alternative proposals at 10% above and 
below the level of the core resource envelope. Centres in 
exceptional circumstances could present proposals in excess 
of this margin for consideration by TAC and the Group; 
(c) interactive, i.e. starting from a centralized 
indicative planning allocation which will be discussed by 
the Group, Centres will construct their MTP proposals, and 
will present them to both TAC and the Group; subsequently, 
TAC will need to reconcile the MTP proposals both in 
(in percenkges) 
Region 
SSA 8.4 16.2 20.4 15.1 25.5 
WANA 
LAC 
TOTAL 
Baseline Component 
No of Useabk 
IOP Poor Land -- 
8.4 
59.5 
22.7 
-- 
100 
5.4 
72.1 
6.3 
100 
- 
7.5 
27.0 
35.2 
- 
100 
Table 122, Chq 
‘BaSdi”ti 
(w = o.cu each 
7., 
53. 
21 .’ 
10’ 
12, page 227 
Modified Baseline 
w = 0.25 W = 0.50 W = l.lM ______ 
7.8 
29.1 
c wrent (1 OQl 
Allocation of 
Resources 
43.1 
13.1 
29.1 
15.1 
10 
lQQ0 Proposed 
Relative 
Dtstributttn of 
he Resources 
40% 
12% 
31% 
17% 
100% 
- 
Comments 
The analysis of research priorities by egro-ecological zone (Chapters 4 and 9) suggerk 
that: (a) in agriculture, the relative emphasis should increase for tropical agro-ecological 
zones (AEZs 1-4) and the cool subtropics with winter rainfall (AEZ 9); and. (b) in forestry, 
the rektive emphasis should increase for the tropical agro-ecological zone in general 
(AEZs l-4). with greater increases in SSA agro-ecological zones than in those of other 
regions. These shifk in emphasis relative to the base were supported by TAC because the 
other areas benefit to a much greater extent from ongoing research in developed countries. 
[Clapter 12. Section 12.3.2. page 228.1 
Starting with the analysis at the reglonal agrico-ecologlml zones allows a comprehensive 
analysis of the regional distribtiion of CGIAR resources. Chapter 9 provides the details of 
the analysis, and Table 12.2 summarizes the chnging pattern of regional allocations that 
the use of a modified base and the application of modifiers suggsst [Chapter 12, Section 
12.3.3., page 226.) 
Applying the modifiers and changing their weights affects strongly the regiorwl distribution, 
For example, with the modifiers weighted at 0.5 each, the SSA baseline value becomes 
four times the original value of production (VOP) - - which might be considered too much 
However the current (1991) allocation by CGIAR to SSA lies between the results obtained 
by weighing the modifiers by 1 .O and 0.5 respectively. Applying the modifiers with a weight 
of 0.5 reduces Ask’s share from 59.5% to 39.7% A weighing by 1.0 suggssk that Ask’s 
share should be lower than ik current allocation. TAC feels that the 0.5 weighting should 
be the maximum one used if undue influence by particubr modifiers in favor of any given 
regionslAE2 is to be avoided [Chapter 12, Secgon 12.33.. pages 226-227.1 
Arguments for a larger shre for SSA include: rapld population growth rate, coupled with 
declinhg per capita food production; pervasive poverty; severe sustainability problems in 
the fragile tropical AEi!s; limited national researach capacity; and, tack of progress to date 
in improving the productivity of crops and livestock important to the poor. Arguments for a 
smaller share include. on the one hand that shifts by CGIAR in the past decade have gone 
too far towards SSA (and WANA) in view of the massive needs In Ask (and in LAC, in 
forestry in particular); and, on the other hand, that the resolution of SSA’s producfivtt 
improvement issues exceeds the scope of research, since they are also political in nature. 
In addition, the slow rate of progress in obtaining impact from international researchand the 
generalb low levels of returm on investmenk In research in SSA are a cause of concern. In 
the medium term modest reduction in resources allocated to SSA should occur to 39% of 
total [Cbpter 12, Section 12.3.3., page 228-229.) 
As in the case of SSA, the gradual shifts by CGIAR to WANA might have reached a ceiling 
and a modest reduction should occur in the medium term to 11%. [Chapter 12. Section 
12.3.3., f.xrge 229.1 
The magnitude of popuktion numbers and of poverty, the narrowing yield gap and the 
limited scope for iand expansion. all argue strongly for more long-term strategic and 
applied research in Asia. TAC recommends that for the purpose of guiding the resource 
allocation process. by 1998 33% of the core resources be allocated to Ask [Chapter 12, 
Section 12.3.3., page 229.1 
TAC recommends that, for the purpose of guldtng the resource allocation process, by 1998 
17% of the core resources be allocated to LAC [Chapter 12. Section 12.3.3.. page 229.1 
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substance -- i.e. the convergence of the sum total of 
Centres' medium-term programme proposals with the system 
priorities -- and financially -- i.e. the compatibility 
between the sum total of Centres/ proposed funding 
requirements and the core funding assumption used for the 
system as a whole. 
The format of the Centre resource allocation 
recommended by TAC is that of a Centre specific, indicative 
envelope of core funding for 1998. The envelopes will serve as 
planning assumptions for Centres to prepare their MTPs for review 
by TAC and by the Group. 
14.6. The Resource Allocation Methodoloav 
The decision to retain the evolutionary option rather 
than the construction of an V1idealV' model, as described in 
section 14.3.1 above, required the use 1991 data as a starting 
point for the resource allocation exercise. To that effect 
Centres 1991 core programme and operating expense data were 
mapped in accordance with the activity structure and regional 
definitions used by TAC in the priority exercise. The initial 
mapping by the CGIAR Secretariat was reviewed and updated by the 
Centres. The product of this exercise is shown in Table 14.3, 
which indicates for each Centre the relative distribution of 1991 
core operating resources among activities and regions. The 
consolidation of Centre data at the system level is shown in 
Table 14.1. 
The basic task is to chart the evolution from the 
actual situation in 1991 towards 2010 goals. The first step tias 
to identify targets for 1998. TAC was assisted in its decision- 
making by a financial spreadsheet. The spreadsheet used 1991 
Centre and system data as a starting point. These data were 
adjusted by applying weighting factors to 1991 data regarding 
activities, and proportional distributions to regions, 
commodities and production sectors. This was done in an iterative 
fashion, allowing TAC to consider the impact of the modifications 
it had introduced, alter modifications to obtain the desired 
outcome, and consider alternative scenarios and their impact. 
Thus TAC defined and refined, in an iterative way, the medium- 
term resource targets for each of its priority parameters. The 
spreadsheet provided the mechanical translation of the system- 
level priority choices to Centre allocations. This facilitated 
TAC's consideration of Centre individual resource envelopes, 
taking into account other factors such as need for minimum 
critical mass, stage of maturity and recent developments of 
Centres' programmes, and relevant information on strategic plans 
as well as on programme and management reviews. 
Agriculture # Forestry/ [Fish- 
~I 
Croos Livest 
im 
EL 
ox 
96% 
ox 
toox 
ox 
,007. 
ox 
ox 
ox 
64% 
0% 
ox 
0% 
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14.7. 1998 Core SUDD~Y Considerations 
A key feature of the medium-term core resource 
allocation process is to ensure that the sum of the 1998 core 
funding requirements of all Centres' MTPs remain within 
reasonable limits of expected core funding for that year. As 
indicated above (section 14.3.3), a number of assumptions with 
regard to future core supply were considered. However, 
consistent with donor indications so far, the assumption that 
generally maintains the 1992 CGIAR core funding in real terms 
with the possible exception of new activities recently integrated 
in the CGIAR (i.e. fisheries and forestry) was chosen. 
Therefore, the estimated 1998 core funding assumed by 
TAC in the resource allocation exercise amounts to $270 million 
in 1992 values -- or $342 million in 1998 values, assuming a 4% 
annual rate of inflation. While this level assumes a mere 
maintenance of the value of 1992 core funding for most 
activities, it assumes for 1998 a near doubling of the funding of 
forestry activities provided in 1992. At ICW '91, 1992 core 
funding was estimated at $251 million, including about $14 
million for forestry activities, but excluding $4 million of 
funding of fishery activities. This amount augmented by $5 
million for fishery activities (up from $4 million in 1992) and 
an additional $14 million for forestry produces $270 million 
estimate for 1998. The implication is that, with the exception 
of forestry and fisheries, the current core funding would need to 
be redeployed over a different portfolio of activities. 
This funding assumption may be considered too 
conservative. It should not be seen as an indication by TAC that 
the current level of resources is adequate to fully meet the 
challenges and tasks faced by the Centres. .It is a conservative 
approach at this stage of the planning process to ensure that the 
system has the opportunity to explore the operational 
implications of zero real growth. In order that this assumption 
is not counterproductive for Centres by not providing them the 
opportunity to demonstrate their full potentials at higher levels 
of resource supply, the resource allocation process provides two 
mitigating mechanisms: one is that Centres will be requested to 
explore in their MTPs what the impact would be on their 
programmes of higher than assumed core funding; the second being 
the mechanism of yearly adjustment of funding requirements which 
will distribute actual core supply to Centres in function of 
their share of the total as determined by the medium term 
resource allocation process. 
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14.8. Recommendations of 1998 Resource Allocations 
As implied by the previous discussion, TAC formulated 
recommendations with regard to the 1998 allocation of core' 
operating resource at two levels: at the system level first and, 
subsequently, at the Centre level. 
14.8.1. System resource allocations 
The relative distribution resulting from linking 
priorities to a global, hypothetical resource envelope as 
indicated in Tables 14.2.A to C needed to be converted in 
absolute dollar core funding amounts. As explained in the 
previous section, the core funding for 1998 has been estimated at 
$270 million (in 1992 values); this amount assumes 1998 core 
funding at the 1992 level ($251 million), augmented by $4 million -. 
of ICLARM 1992 core funding, and by $15 million of incremental 
core funding in 1998 for forestry and fisheries. 
14.8.1.1. Global outcome 
Table 14.4 shows the translation of the relative 
resource distribution (Tables 14.2.A to C) into 1998 core funding 
values of $270 million and the indicative allocation of that 
amount to the categories of activity, the commodities and 
production sectors, and the regions. 
14.8.1.2. Regional nortfolio of CGIAR investments 
Table 14.4 provides also an insight in the composition 
of the regional research portfolios. 
In m, 55% of the core resources would be allocated to 
Germplasm Enhancement and Breeding (category 2) and Production 
Systems (category 3) research. This ratio is higher than the 
- system average of 51%, and is related to the relatively lesser 
allocation in SSA to Natural Resources (category 1) research and 
to Socio-economic, Public Policy and Public Management Research 
(category 4). The recommended level in category 5 (Institution 
Building) is near the system level target. Within the 
consolidated allocation to categories 2 and 3, research on 
agricultural crops represent 51% of total, which is well below 
the system average (66%) and reflects the high share allocated to 
livestock (38%) and forestry (11%) research in the region. Among 
the agricultural crops, cereals rank first (22% of total), 
followed by food legumes (14%), roots and tubers (10%) and 
banana, plantain and yam (5%). 
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Table 14.4 1998 Proposed System Core Allocation by Category of Activity, by Region, 
bv Production Sector and Commoditv 
(i~conetant 1992 $ millions and percentages) l! - 
hte9ohs of Actively 1998 Roposad Allocation 
Conservation 8. Management 
of Natural Resources 
1 .l Ecosystem conserv./mngmnt. 
1.2. Germplasm coll./conserv./char./eval. 
48.6 - 
27.0 
21.6 
!. Germplasm Enhancement 
& Breeding 
2.1 Crops 
2.2 Livestock 
2.3 Trees 
2.4 Fish 
60.0 - 
53.2 
1.3 
4.7 
0.8 
5. Production Systems 
Development & Management 
3.1 Cropping Systems 
3.2 Livestock systems 
3.3 Tree systems 
3.4 Aquatic systems 
79.1 - 
38.5 
30.5 
6.3 
I .a 
$. Socio-Economic, Public Policy, 
& Public Management Research 
29.6 
5. Institution Building 52.7 
5.1 TrainingiConferences 19.5 
5.2 DocJPubJDis. Info. 16.9 
5.3 OrgJMngmnt. Counselling 6.2 
5.4 Networks 10.1 
System Total 270.0 
- ! qelative Distribution of Categories’ Allocations bv Region 
SSAfrii WANA ~ - &F& E TS 
15% 230/ 190/o 21% 18% 
10% 
5% 
20% - 
17% 
1% 
2% 
0% 
35% 
11% 
20% 
4% 
0% 
9% 
10% 
13% 
10% 
9% 
11% 
10% 
10% 
a% 
240/ 23% 
24% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
21% 
0% 
% 
1% 
230/ 
17% 
0% 
3% 
2% 
14% 
23% - 
21% 
0% 
2% 
0% 
22% 
20% 
0% 
2% 
0% 
s 
17% 
10% 
1% 
0% 
9% 
29% 
14% 
1 1% 
3% 
1% 
11% 
21% 
8% 
7% 
3% 
3% 
1596 
6% 
4% 
2% 
3% 
21% 
7% 
7% 
2% 
5% 
30% 
14% 
12% 
3% 
0% 
10% 
17% 
6% 
5% 
2% 
3% 
20% 
7% 
~. 
6% 
2% 
4% 
109.3 31 .l 82.5 47.1 
40% 12% 31% 17% 
270.0 
Relative Disiribuiion oi Sectors and Commoditiis’ 
ss Africa 
Allocations by Region 
WANA - Asii w 
6% 
0% 
9% 
4% 
3% 
5% 
43% 
3% 
0% 
0% 
51% 
32% 13% 
13% 5% 
9% 16% 
5% 3% 
5% 0% 
22% 63% 36% 
6% 
3% 
1% 
10% 
0% 
3% 
1% 
4% 
2% 
5% 
1% 
9% 
8% 
5% 
1% 
14% 
Total 
14% 
9% 
9% 
3% 
3% 
39% 
5% 
4% 
1% 
9% 
4% 
2% 
2% 
4% 
2% 
1% 
15% 
3% 
66% 
Regional Distribution: US dollar millions 
Percentage 
‘reduction Sector/Commodity 
Agwegation of categories 2 and 3) 
1998 Proposed Allocation y 
3% 
0% 
0% 
9% 
2% 
0% 
14% 
5% 
:eraals 
Rice 
Wheat/Barley 
Maize 
Sorghum 
Millet ~ 
ceraats subtold: 
+wte i% Tubus 
Cassava 
Potato 
Sweet Potato 
Roots B Tubers Subtotal: 
-ood Legumes 
Phaseolus Sean 
Faba beanLentil 
Chickpea 
Cowpea/Soybeans 
Groundnut 
Pigeonpea 
Food Legumas Subtotal: 
Banana & Pkultai 
Sanana/PlantaiiNam 
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL CROPS 
19.8 
13.2 
13.2 
4.6 
3.8 
54.5 
6.5 
5.3 
1.3 
13.2 
5.7 
2.5 
2.6 
5.4 
3.3 
0.8 
26.3 
3.0 
91.7 
0% 0% 15% 
16% 0% 0% 
8% 4% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 
0% 5% 0% 
0% 2% 0% 
24% 11% 15% 
0% 1% 2% 
51% 79% 83% 68% 
LIVESTOCK 31.8 38% 19% 1% 22% 23% 
FISH 2.6 0% 0% 6% 0% 2% 
TREES 13.0 11% % 10% 10% 9% 
TOTAL 139.2 100% 199% 199% lQ!J% lwz- ~ 
11 Totals may not add due to rounding. 
2/ Sum of proposed allocations to categories 2 and 3 
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In WANA, 52% of total resources would be allocated to 
categories 2 and 3 combined, slightly higher than the system 
average; category 1 (Natural Resources) would be allocated 23% of 
the resources, i.e. well above the system average (18%). In the 
two remaining categories, WANA's proposed allocations are below 
system averages. Within the global allocation to categories 2 and 
3, agricultural crop research accounts for 79% of the resources 
(compared with 66% as system average), livestock for 19% (23% 
system average), and forestry for the remaining 2%. Among the 
agricultural crops, cereals account for 64% of total, 84% of 
which is allocated to wheat and barley; food legumes follow with 
24%, two thirds of which is allocated to faba bean and lentil 
research; and roots and tubers represent a modest 5% of the 
regional total. 
In Asia, only 46% of total resources would be allocated -. 
to categories 2 and 3, with all three other categories (and 
particularly category 5, Institution Building) receiving higher 
than system average allocations. Within the global allocation to 
categories 2 and 3, 83% of the resources would be allocated to 
agricultural crop research, i.e. well above the system average; 
this reflects the low share of livestock research (l%), while 
fisheries (6%) and forestry (10%) are still at modest levels but 
above the system averages. Among agricultural crops, cereals 
account for about 75%, half of which is devoted to rice; food 
legumes are a distant second with ll%, in part as a consequence 
of the proposed reduction in pigeonpea research not fully 
compensated for by the increase in groundnut research; and, roots 
and tubers represent 11% of total, i.e. at the system average. 
In E, 53% of total resources would be allocated to 
categories 2 and 3 combined, slightly higher than the system 
average; category 1 (Natural Resources) is proposed at 21% of the 
resources, and is well above the system average (18%). While 
category 4 (Socio-economic, Public Policy, Public Management 
Research) is at the system average level of 14%, category 5 
(Institution Building) represents a relatively modest 17%. Within 
the global allocation to categories 2 and 3, agricultural crop 
research Bccounts for 68% of the resources (compared with 66% as 
the system average), livestock for 22% (23% system average), and 
forestry for the remaining 10%. Among the agricultural crops, 
cereals account for 55% of total, 80% of which is allocated to 
maize and rice; food legumes follow with 22%, all of which 
relates to phaseolus bean research at a reduced level as 
recommended by TAC; and, roots and tubers represent 21% of the 
regional total. 
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14.8.2. Linkina system allocations to centre 
allocations 
Once TX had reached a consensus on the system resource 
allocation, it considered the impact of its recommendations on 
Centre allocations in terms of relative change from current core 
funding levels to reach the projected 1998 levels. These relative 
changes and their amplitude are shown in Table 14.5 by groups of 
Centres and by category of activity. The table also illustrates 
how the directional changes proposed at the system level impact 
on Centre allocations. This becomes particularly evident when the 
directional changes are analyzed by functional regrouping of 
Centres as presented in Table 14.5. A plus or minus sign in the 
table indicates that the Centre allocation is positively or 
negatively affected by the system relative allocation to the 
priority parameters; a double sign indicates a stronger impact, 
while a single sign indicates a more moderate impact, It should 
be noted that the signs are not directly comparable among 
categories of activity, and thus across Centres, since the 
magnitude of the change of direction in the different categories 
varies widely. Given these factors the pluses and minuses can 
not be translated into monetary terms. Thus adding pluses and 
minuses within a centre or across centres has no real meaning. 
The proposed increase in core resources for research on 
Natural Resources Conservation and Manaaement (category 1) are 
allocated to all Centres concerned. The Centres with a regional 
mandate and a natural resource management programme benefit more 
than the global commodity oriented Centres, and mostly in their 
activities comprised in sub-category 1.1 (Ecosystem 
Conservation). In contrast, the proposed increase in category 1 
in the commodity Centres, while more modest in size, is fully 
allocated to sub-category 1.2 (Germplasm Collection and 
Conservation), which is consistent with their commodity 
orientation. 
The increase in resources proposed in category 4 
‘(Socio-economic. Public Policy and Public Manaaement Research) is 
also allocated to all Centres, except to those focusing on SSA. 
This is consistent with TAC's recommendation to shift the 
emphasis of this category from SSA towards LAC and, to a lesser 
extent, to Asia. The proposed reduction in Institution Buildinq 
activities (category 5), will affect all Centres except ISNAR 
which is allocated more as a consequence of TAC's recommendations 
to intensify efforts in Organization and Management Counselling 
(category 5.3). 
The proposed increase in activities related to 
Germolasm Enhancement and Breedinq (category 2) is allodated 
mostly to the commodity oriented Centres, while these Centres see 
Table 14.5: Directional Changes by 1998 in Centers’ Resource Distribution Among Categories of Activity 
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the relative allocation to category 3 (Production Systems 
Development and Manasement) decrease. This is consistent with 
T&C's recommendation to decrease the overall effort of commodity 
related production systems work and of emphasizing crop related 
germplasm work. In contrast, the regionally focussed Centres see 
their relative allocation to category 2 increase only modestly 
mainly as a consequence of TAC's recommendation to reduce efforts 
in food legumes. The same trends can be observed in the 
allocations to production systems work in the regionally focused 
Centres; the significant reduction in category 3.1. (Cropping 
Systems) is, however, in all cases somewhat compensated by an 
increase in category 3-3 (Tree Systems), as a consequence of the 
assumed increment in forestry work. 
The Centres dealing with Policy and Management benefit 
from increases in the categories of activities relevant to them, 
and consistent with TAC's recommendations to strengthen Natural 
Resources Conservation and Management (category l), Public Policy 
and Public Management Research (included in category 4), and 
Organization and Management Counselling (category 5.3) 
The African livestock Centres will experience an 
overall reduction in resources, consistent with TAC's 
recommendations to decrease work on productions systems (category 
3) I including livestock systems (category 3,2), -and on 
institution building (category 5). As indicated above, these 
Centres also see a decline in resources for socio-economic work 
(included in category 4) as a consequence of TAC's recommendation 
to adjust this category in SSA. 
The forestry and fisheries Centres are allocated 
significant increases of resources in all categories of activity 
consistent with the assumption that incremental funding will be 
provided by the CGPAR for these activities. 
Finally, the Genetic Resources Centre will see its 
overall resources increase significantly, as a consequence of the 
system increase in germplasm collection and conservation work 
(category 1.2.). 
1408.3. Centre resource allocations 
The last step in TAC's resource allocation process 
consisted in translating the system resource allocations and the 
directional changes in Centre allocations into Centre specific 
absolute dollar amounts, which would represent the 1998 
indicative resource allocations as a starting point for the 
preparation by Centres of the 1994-98 MTPs. 
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TAC felt that, in view of the indicative nature of the 
funding envelopes, it would need at the final stage of the 
medium-term resource allocation process some flexibility to 
reallocate resources -- within the overall,core funding 
envelope -- among programmes and Centres on the basis of Centre 
proposals. Therefore, in developing the Centre core resource 
envelopes, TAC has only allocated a total of $250 million out of 
the total of $270 million. The adjustment was made first by 
discounting all Centres' initial resource envelopes by five 
percent (representing $15 million). This was supplemented by 
holding back $5 million of funding for African livestock 
Centres -- in view of the uncertainty surrounding the future 
evolution and direction of CGIAR livestock research as expressed 
in Chapter 12 (Sectionl2.3.5.2.). 
At the time of completion of the medium term resource 
allocation process decisions can be made on allocating the 
resulting reserve of $20 million to Centres to accommodate 
requests for core funding in excess of their resource envelopes 
for programmes and activities which TAC could not anticipate or 
for additional requirements resulting from external reviews or 
other studies. Such a reserve could also finance new and 
innovative programmes during the MTP implementation period, i.e. 
1994-98. 
_ Taking into account the set-side of $20 million, an 
indicative core funding envelope was established for each of 18 
Centres. In order to provide flexibility in both system and 
Centre level planning, Centres are asked to present MTP proposals 
at three levels of core funding -- i.e. at the level of their 
allocation (totaling $250 million) as well as in ranges 10% above 
and below that number. This should provide Centres the 
opportunity to demonstrate their potentials at higher levels of 
funding, as well as show the impact of a lower funding on their 
programmes and activities. 
These indicative planning targets and the corresponding 
brackets are shown in Table 14.6, which compares them with 1992 
core funding as currently estimated. 
Centres' individual, indicative resource envelopes are 
consistent with TAC's overall system recommendations as explained 
in the next section. 
Table 14.6 Centers’ Indicative 1998 k&owe Envelopes and Planning Ranges 
Centers 
CIMMYT 
CIP 
INIBAP 
IRRI 
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1.2 
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Base 
Low 
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6.8 
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I 
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14.8.4. Specific factors affectins individual centre 
allocations 
CIMMYT: CIMMYT's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $24.1 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $25.6 million. CIMMYT 
resources would increase modestly in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Management (category l), more 
significantly in Germplasm Enhancement and Breeding 
(category 2) because of the need to give greater 
attention to strategic issues in wheat research. The 
Centre also benefits from the higher priority assigned 
.to Asia and of the greater emphasis on socio-economic 
work (included in category 4). Resources would, 
however, decrease, consistent with the system-wide 
-. recommended trends, in Production Systems Development 
and Management (category 3) and Institution Building 
(category 5). The relative priority assigned to 
research on wheat and maize remains unchanged. 
CIp: 
INIBAP: 
CIP's indicative 1998 resource envelope amounts to 
$14.3 million, which compares with a current 1992 core 
funding assumption of $15.2 million. CIP would benefit 
from a relatively modest increase in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Management (category 1), a more 
significant increase in Germplasm Enhancement and 
Breeding (category 2) an in socio-economic work 
(included in category 4). Its resources for Production 
Systems Development and Management (category 3) and in 
Institution Building (category 5) would decrease, 
consistent with TAC's system recommendations on these 
categories. The relative priority assigned to research 
on potato and sweet potato remains unchanged. 
INIBAP's indicative 1998 resource.envelope amounts to 
$2.1 million, which compares with a current 1992 core 
funding assumption of $2.2 million. INIBAP's core 
resources would be virtually maintained thus providing 
the institution, which joined the CGIAR recently, the 
necessary critical mass to bring its programme to 
fruition, which is consistent with TAC's recommendation 
to maintain the relative importance of banana and 
plantain at current levels. 
IRRI: IRRI's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $25.8 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $28.3 million. IRRI's core 
resources would decrease significantly as a result of 
the system-wide decreases in Production Systems 
Development and Management (category 3) and in 
Institution Building (category 5); with regard to the 
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latter, IRRI is particularly affected by the reduction 
in category 5.4 (Networks) o On the other hand, IRRI 
benefits from an increase in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Management (category 1) and from an 
even more significant increase in Germplasm Enhancement 
and Breeding (category 2) I both of which are not 
sufficient to offset the decreases in the previous 
categories of activity. IRRI also benefits from its 
overall focus on Asia, and on the need to give greater 
attention to strategic issues in rice research. The 
relative priority of rice research remains unchanged. 
WARDA: WARDA's indicative 1998 resource envelope amounts to 
$5.8 million, which compares with a current 1992 core 
funding assumption of $6.2 million. WARDA's core 
resources would be virtually maintained at its current _-. 
level. The application of TAC's system priority and 
allocation recommendations on WARDA would have implied 
a reduction in its core resources. However, such a 
reduction was considered to bring WARDA's current, 
modest research programme below the critical mass 
level. 
ICRISAT: 
IITA: 
ICRISAT's indicative 1998 core resource envelope 
amounts to $26.9 million, which compares with a current 
L992 core funding assumption of $27.7 million. 
Increases result from higher system allccations to 
Natural Resource Conservation and Management (category 
1) I in socio-economic work (included in category 4) and 
in tree related work (category 3.3). ICRISAT's 
resources are reduced by decreases in Germplasm 
Enhancement and Breeding (category 2) and Cropping 
Systems (category 3.1.) as a consequence of TAC's 
recommendation to de-emphasize work on pigeonpea, 
though this is in part offset by the recommended 
increase in groundnut research. ICRISAT also benefits 
from its focus on the Asia region which has received a 
higher priority, and its overall emphasis on resource 
management issues in the semi-arid tropics. The 
relative priorities assigned to sorghum, millet and 
chickpea are unchanged. As other centres, ICRISAT's 
allocation for institution building (category 5) would 
decrease. - 
IITA's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $22.2 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $22.2 million. Increases 
result from system increases in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Management Research (category l), in 
Germplasm Enhancement and Breeding (category 2), and in 
tree related work (category 3.3); consistent with TAC's 
recommendation to strengthen soybean research, IITA's 
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CIAT: 
allocation for categories 2 and 3 increases in relative 
terms. IITA's allocation, however, experiences decrease 
in socio-economic work (included in category 4) and in 
Institution Building (category 5), and because of its 
overall emphasis on SSA which has received a lower 
priority ranking. 
CIAT's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $27.5 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $26.5 million. CIAT benefits 
from the increases in Natural Resources Conservation 
and Management (category 1) and in socio-economic work 
(included in category 4), with a special emphasis in 
both categories on LAC. CIAT also benefitted from its 
overall focus on LAC, and the broadening of its agro- 
ecological zone coverage. Except for an increment in _.. .- 
tree systems (category 3.3.), CIAT's envelope 
experiences a decline in the combined allocation to 
categories 2 (Germplasm Enhancement and Breeding) and 3 
(Production Systems) as a result of the overall 
recommended trend and more specifically as a 
consequence of TAC's recommendation to reduce the 
priority of research on phaseolus bean. Also, CIAT is 
impacted by a reduction in Institution Building 
(category 5) as a consequence of TAC's global 
recommendation to that effect. 
ICARDA: ICARDA's indicative 1998 core resource envelope is 
$17.6 million, which compares with a current 1992 core 
funding assumption of $18.9 million. ICARDA benefits 
from the system increases in Natural Resources 
Conservation and Management research (category l), in 
socio-economic work (included in category 4) with a 
particular emphasis on WANA, in Germplasm Enhancement 
and Breeding research (category 2) and in tree related - 
work (category 3.3). It experiences decreases in 
cropping systems (category 3.1) without altering the 
relative importance of ICARDA's specific crops, and in 
Institution Building (category 59, and through its 
overall focus on WANA which has received a lower‘ 
priority ranking. 
ILCA: ILCA's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $14 million, 'which compares with a current 1992 core 
funding assumption of $19.4 million. More than half of 
the reduction is accounted for by TAC's decision to set 
aside a reserve, pending the outcome of the Winrock 
livestock study, of the livestock Centres external 
reviews, and TAC's review of these Centres MTP 
proposals. Discounting for this reduction, ILCA's 
resources would still decline as a result of TAC's 
system-wide recommendations to reduce the priority 
313 
ILRAD: 
CIFOR: 
ICRAF: 
assigned to SSA, and of efforts in Production System 
Development and Management (category 3), to adjust 
efforts in SSA in socio-economic work (included in 
category 4) I and to adjust Institution Building 
activities (category 5). 
ILRAD's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $9.1 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $12.6 million. As in the 
case of ILCA, more than half of the reduction is 
accounted for by TAC's decision to set aside a reserve, 
pending the outcome of the Winrock livestock study, of 
the livestock Centres external reviews, and TAC's 
review of these Centres MTP proposals. Discounting for 
this reduction, ILRAD's resources would still decline 
as a result of TAC's system-wide recommendations to 
reduce efforts in SSA, in particular in Production 
System Development and Management (category 39, in 
socio-economic work (included in category 4), and to 
adjust Institution Building activities (category 5). 
These reductions are, however, offset in part with an 
increase in resources for Germplasm Enhancement and 
Breeding (category 2). 
CIFOR's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $7-6 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $3.4 million. Virtually all 
of the increase is related to the assumption that the 
CGIAR will provide incremental core funding for 
forestry related activities. If this assumption 
materializes, CIFOR's activities in all categories 
would increase substantially. CIFOR also benefits of 
some increase as a result of TAC's system 
recommendation to increase resources for Natural 
Resource Conservation and Management (category-l). 
ICRAF's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $15.6 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $11.9 million. As in the 
case of CIFOR, virtually all of the increase is related 
to the assumption that the CGIAR will provide 
incremental core funding for forestry related 
activities. If this assumption materializes, ICRAF's 
activities in all categories would increase 
substantially. ICRAF also benefits from some increases 
as a result of TAC's system recommendation to increase 
resources for Natural Resource Conservation and 
Management (category 1). As other Centres, ICRAF would 
experience a relative decrease in resources for 
Institution Building (category 5), consistent with 
TAC's recommendation to adjust system efforts in this 
area. 
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ICLLARM: Throughout TAC's priority and resource allocation 
exercise, it has been assumed that by 1998 ICLARM would 
be fully integrated in the CGIAR. On that basis, 
ICLARM's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $4.8 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $4 million. Virtually all of 
the increase is related to the assumption that the 
CGIAR will provide incremental core funding for 
fisheries related activities. If this assumption 
materializes, ICLARM's activities in all categories 
would increase significantly. In addition, ICLARM 
would benefit from some increases as a result of TAC's 
system recommendation to increase resources for 
Germplasm Collection and Conservation (category 1.2) 
and for socio-economic work (included in category 4). .-_ 
As other Centres, I&ARM would experience a relative 
decrease in resources for Institution Building 
(category 5), consistent with TAC's recommendation to 
adjust system efforts in this area. 
IBPGR: IBPGR's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $8.4 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $7.4 million (excluding 
funding of one time costs in 1992). The increase 
results from TAC's recommended system increase in 
Germplasm Co.llection and Conservation (category 1.2), 
tempered somewhat by a relative decrease in the 
allocation for Institution Building (category 5). 
IFPRI: IFPRI's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $8.6 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $8.3 million. The increase 
results from the significant increase in allocation to 
Public Policy Research (included in category 4), in 
particular in view of the needs arising from the 
integration in the CGIAR of expanded areas of activity 
(natural resources management, forestry and fisheries) 
and from the greater emphasis given to Asia and LAC. 
IFPRI would, however, experience a relative decrease in 
resources for Institution Building (category 5), 
consistent with TAC's recommendation to adjust system 
efforts in this area. 
IIMI: IIMI's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $7.6 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $7.3 million. The increase 
results from the significant increase in resources for 
Natural Resource Conservation and Management (category 
1) as well as for Public Management Research (included 
in category 4). As other Centres, IIMI would experience 
a relative decrease in resources for Institution 
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Building (category 5), consistent with TAC's 
recommendation to adjust system efforts in this area. 
IIMI also benefits from its overall focus on Asia. 
ISNAR: ISNAR's indicative 1998 core resource envelope amounts 
to $6.8 million, which compares with a current 1992 
core funding assumption of $6.6 million. The increase 
results from the increase in resources for Organization 
and Management Counselling (category 5.3) as well as 
for Socio-economic, Policy Analysis and Public 
Management Research (category 4) e 
14.8.5. Financial factors relevant to the 
internretation of the centre envelopes 
In the process of preparing their MTP proposals, 
Centres will add to these allocations the amount of revenue they 
expect to generate, and the resulting sum will provide the total 
core resources which the Centre should assume to be available to 
cover all its 1998 core expenditures, i.e. operating expenses 
inclusive of depreciation charges, new capital requirements, and 
operating fund adjustments. Because of the application of the 
depreciation policy, and the expectation that most new capital 
requirements currently undertaken or envisaged will be-largely 
completed by 1998, it is expected that core new capital 
requirements will be truly exceptional and will be especially 
scrutinized from a system's need perspective. 
Also, since the Centre resource allocations are 
expressed in constant 1992 values, they will need to be adjusted 
for inflation at an annual rate of 4% for each of the years 1993 
through 1998. 
Centres will also be requested to interpret the 
directional changes implied by their resource envelopes with care 
when it comes to implementing them during the MTP period, i.e. 
from 1994 through 1998. Experience has shown that the 
implementation of changes, particularly in resource allocations, 
in the CGIAR can only be implemented gradually. In addition, 
consistent.with the basic assumption of constant supply, 
increases in one area will only be possible if decreases occur 
first in other areas. Therefore, Centres whose resource 
envelopes imply an increasing trend should not assume that such 
increase will occur in full in the early years of the MTP period, 
but rather that the increase will be gradual, equally distributed 
over the intermediate years. Those Centres whose resource 
envelopes imply a decreasing trend from 1992 towards 1998, are 
urged to assume that decreasing trends will occur in the early 
years of the MTP period. 
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14.9. Imnlementation and Execution of the Medium-term 
Resource Allocation Process -- The MTP Process 
14.9.1. Plannina ouidelines 
The indicative resource envelopes are being 
communicated to all CGIAR Centres via this document, together 
with the process guidelines for the preparation of the MTPs. 
At its Mid-Term meeting in May 1992, the Group will 
consider the proposed planning envelopes in the framework of this 
paper. Since the Group should not approve Centre allocations 
before reviewing Centre's final MTP proposals (ICW'93), at the 
mid-term meeting the Group is expected to evaluate, adjust as 
appropriate and endorse the overall CGIAR priorities and the 
general thrust of their translation into Centre indicative 
allocations. 
The system priorities, the indicative resource 
envelopes, as well as Centres' strategic plans will serve as 
guidelines for the Centres to prepare their medium term plans. 
Centres have flexibility to cast their plans and priorities 
within them as they see them fit. 
14.9.2 Time table 
A number of Centres have indicated their willingness to 
prepare 1994-98 MTPs in mid-1992, i.e. upon receipt of the 
guidelines, while the other Centres are expected to initiate the 
process later in the year. Changes suggested by the Group, at the 
mid-term meeting in May 1992, to the resource allocation 
envelopes as planning bases will be communicated to the Centres. 
14.9.3. Interactive review of the MTPs 
In advance of their presentation to TAC and the CGIAR, 
Centres are requested to send 'their MTP proposals to TAC (and TAC 
Secretariat) as well as to the CGIAR Secretariat. In the mean 
,time, a working party composed of the TAC liaison scientist and 
staff members of the two Secretariats will visit each Centre. The 
purpose of the visit is for the members to get acquainted with 
the Centre MTP proposal, provide guidance to the Centre as needed 
in developing its proposal, and facilitate the interaction 
between TAC and the Centre. Interactions between TAC and the 
Centres are scheduled to take place just prior to ICW '92 and in 
March 1993. Similarly, Centres will present their proposals to 
the Group either at ICW '92 or at the 1993 mid-term meeting. 
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14.9.4. Consolidation and annroval of MTPs 
At its June 1993 meeting, TAC will review all Centres 
MTP proposals in a consolidated way to evaluate their consistency 
with the overall system priorities and resource availability. 
TAC will then be in a position to formulate final recommendations 
for Centres resource envelopes, which will serve as a basis for 
the Centres preparation of the final MTP proposals for Group 
approval, individually and collectively, at ICW '93. Thus at ICW 
'93 the Group will be asked to approve a vector of budgets for 
all CGIAR Centres which will be valid through 1998. 
14.9.5. Adiustina nlanned reauirements with actual 
fundins durins implementation 
During the implementation of the MTPs, the relative 
share of each Centre will serve as bench mark for adjusting its 
level of funding whenever actual core funding is higher or lower 
than assumed at the time of the approval of the MTPs. This 
mechanism would be effective as long as the discrepancy between 
core requirements and supply is in a manageable range of say plus 
or minus 5%. Were the discrepancy to be much larger, the CGIAR 
would need to consider different approaches, which could include 
an interim review of all Centres' MTPs. 
14.10. Centres 1993 Prosrammes and Budaets 
14.10.1. A transition year 
The launching of the second round of CGIAR MTPs in 
March-May 1992, combined with the deferment until mid- and late 
1993 of final recommendations and decisions on Centres' resource 
envelopes and the MTP proposals, implies that 1993 is a 
transitional-year for both the Centres and the system as a whole. 
All Centres have thus been requested to prepare an 
annual programme and budget for 1993, which will be reviewed by 
TAC at its June 1992 meeting, and submitted to the Group for 
approval at ICW'92. The 1993 programmes and budgets are generally 
based on 1992 core funding, adjusted for inflation. 
All Centres will thus prepare the 1993 programme and 
budget proposals without explicit reference to their existing 
MTP, since existing MTPs covering 1993 or beyond are out of date 
as they do not relate to TAC's current priority and strategy 
setting analysis. 
. -- 
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14.10.2. Matchins demand and sunnlv 
In the event 1993 core funding will be different from 
the assumption made for the construction of 1993 budgets, the 
adjustment to Centres' 1993 funding requirement should be made in 
the context of the new priorities and strategies, as follows: 
(a) If 1993 core funding for the system exceeds the 
planning estimate, Centres whose indicative 1998 resource 
envelope shows an increasing trend could be adjusted upwards in 
proportion to the relative increase of their 1998 indicative 
resource envelope up to 150% of the average increase in system 
funding compared with the planning estimate. The Centres with a 
decreasing indicative 1998 resource envelope would be kept at the .- 
1993 level recommended by TAC based on 1992 core funding. 
(b) If 1993 core funding for the system falls short of 
the planning estimate, Centres whose indicative 1998 resource 
envelope shows a decreasing trend could be adjusted downwards in 
proportion to the relative decrease of their 1998 indicative 
resource envelope up to 150% of the average decrease in system 
funding compared with the planning estimate. The Centres with an 
increasing indicative 1998 resource envelope would be kept at the 
1993 level based on the 1992 core funding. 
14.11. Conclusion 
The assignment of indicative 1998 core resource 
envelopes to each of the CGIAR Centres constitutes the first step 
in the medium term resource allocation process. They will 
constitute the basis, together with the planning ranges-indicated 
above, for Centres to develop MTPs. In developing their 
proposals, Centres will use TAC,s present priority and strategy 
analysis as part of their reference. This should ensure a 
satisfactory degree of consistency between Centre operational 
proposals and the system priorities and strategies. Following a 
series of interactions involving the Centres, TAC and the Group, 
the medium term resource allocation process will come to a close 
when the Group will approve, at ICW '93, a vector of programmes 
and budgets for the period 1994-98. 
